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Separate paging is given to this Part in order that It may be filed 
as a separate compilation. 


NET II— 3 — 5W T H (ii) 

PART II— Section 3— Sub-section (ii) 

(T9TT *nrm t tit ^tftrr) Eird st*tt ti RWitDit rTy ( he stjiw tit ^ttYT) 

^rftinrTf'TtrWt' arm tnA ftf^ *t? f«rf>* wriur wfa: Rfa^vTTqf 

Statutory orders and notifications issued by the Ministries of the Govern- 
ment of India (other than the Ministry of Defence) and by Centra 
Authorities (other than the Administration of Union Territories)! 


MINISTRY OF LABOUR, EMPLOYMENT AND REHABILITATION 
(Department of Labour and Employment) 

New Delhi, the 3rd July 1071 

8.0. 2862 . — Whereas it appears to the Central Government that the employer 
and the majority of the employees in relation to the establishment known as 
Messrs. Mangalore Ganesh Beedi Works, Ganesh Kurupa, Narasaraja Road, 
Davanagere-1, have agreed that the provisions of the Employees’ Provident 
Funds and Family Pension Fund Act, 1952 (19 of 1952), should be made appli- 
cable to the said establishment; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of 
section 1 of the said Act, the Central Government hereby applies the provisions 
(of the said Act to the said establishment. 

This notification shall be deemed to have come into force on the first day of 
February, 1970. 

[No. S. 35019 (62)/71-PF-IL] 


( 39TI ) 
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(wr «f(T ttann: faRin) 


feft, 3 1971 

via Wo 28 02 — T'T: %-'#Yr %1 T? T=fYr jjYlT $ f% %fRT TWtTWT 

af)r#t ’TPt, f 5TT, TTl-ffraarr U* Si'TTTT-1, TORT ETTTT If T^ faTTW 

tfr T f ttFt fr t; sij t ttf 7 r ttt it % tT^tCt Thru fafa wY/ 

’rfwT: YYtt fafy wftrPfwr, 1952 ( 1952 W 19 ) % t<hpst %r ttj£ 

f%rr ^ftY nTffir | 


Wf., STT, T<LT WftlfTTT %t TITT 1 ^ffV TT J(TT (4) ITU TW 7TTT If *FT 5TTPT 
VtYjJ% ? lYT TOFR TW WfauTHT % 3R f J Ufcf ?TfT-T%f ^UTT Nr^Tflfcl 


trfujRrr i97 0%'TR*ft%smfeT%t;rjT jf tuttY w^Y i 

[To t>;fr-35019( 62)/71 -tYo ^ 0 - 2 )] 
New Delhi, the 9th July 1971 

S.O. 2863. — Whereas it appears to the Central Government that the employer 
and the majority of the employees in relation to the establishment known as 
Messrs. Crawley and Ray, 35, Chittaranjan Avenue, 5th Floor, Calcutta-12 have 
agreed that the provisions of the Employees’ Provident Funds and Family Pen- 
sion Fund Act, 1952 (19 of 1952), should be made applicable to the said establish- 
ment; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of 
section 1 of the said Act, the Central Government hereby applies the provisions 
•f the said Act to the said establishment. 

This notification shall be deemed to have come into force on the thirty-first 
day of March. 1970. 

[No. S.35018(l) /71-PF.II.] 


9y[TTf 1971 

vro Wo 28 03 — Td; %TfYf TGFTT Jffr ttYt $Ytt 1 1% TTT 97T I 3 5 

f-TdCJR TTArt TpTT, TUTU I- 1 ?, TURF UTU If Rty-T fdTTTT yYt TThTfolY 

TJHWTftr Try $ f%TTTKY fafa 'tflT ^yctr Y'?PT ffiftj 

tfFijYOT 1952 ( 1952*Fri9)%TNpfJ 7W UTr<PT%lTT<ji%>T ^VlY ^7%; ; 

WT:, WT, 7U yRafTTr tpY UKT 1 %f TT9TTT ( 4) 5 ITT 5RT TftddY TT UjfPT 
'GTY?J'T%TCYd TGfTfT 7W trryrfppTT TUP* -JTT fTm^ntg-^TTT TtYT I I 
1970% RTY% tdrfRT? faff %t TfrT f$ dwY TTtnfl I 

[Yo it^o 3501 8( I ) / 7 1 *ffo ^ 0 - 2 )] 

S.O. 2864. — Whereas It appears to the Cenlral Government that the employer 
and the majority of the employees in relation to the establishment, known as 
Messrs, Machinery and Allied Products, Budge Budge Trunk Road, Mahestola 
24 Paraganas, West Bengal have agreed that the provisions of the Employees 1 
Provident Funds and Family Pension Fund Act, 1952 (19 of 1952), should be 
made applicable to the said establishment; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of 
aection 1 of the said Act, the Central Government hereby applies the provisions 
of the said Act to the said establishment. 
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This notification shall be deemed to have come into force on the thirty-first 
■day of January, 1970, 

[No. 8.35018(2) /71-PF.II.] 

VTo Wfo 2 8 64 — TO: ffWK TO Tf STtflrT flTT | % RTO TOfpTTf try 

sffTOfTR, TT if if J=PTtT, TTiRT, 24 TOTOT, TfsVTl TOTT T TO TOITO 

4 TTO l fTOTOT 4TK ^4 VrfTOi TO TfTW $$ TOd TO R$TO f TO^lff 
*lfTOTO iTitT f TTO IKT-T fafa WFafTOTO, 1 952 ( 1952 TO 19 ) % 3W«r 

tjtto Ti tet f%v ^ ^rf^h 1 

XTT:, TTO, TTO «rflfTOR ^4 9TTT 1 TOemT( 4 ) JRT J«TT TfTOTf TO JTT^T 
TOTOT TO STfafTTO % TTOTO TO TOT TO TO TO^ JTTT TO<J TOrff $ \ 

m_ ’CTf-J^W 197 0TtTOTO?r% STffrTO fTO TO TOT ft TOTjft TOmfl I 

[4° TRo 3501 8 ( 2)/7 1-fro ^o2)] 

S.O, 2866.— Whereas it appears to the Central Government that the employer 
and the majority of the employees in relation to the establishment known as 
Messrs. Maratha Hotel and Bakery, Cuddalore, South Areot District, Tamil 
Nadu have agreed that the provisions of the Employees’ Provident Funds and 
Family Pension Fund Act, 1952 (19 of 1952), should be made applicable to the 
said, establishment; 

Now. therefore. In exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of 
section 1 of the said Act. the Central Government hereby applies the provisions 
of the said Act to the said establishment with effect from the 30th June, 1971. 

[No. S.35019(29) /71-PF.II.] 

TOo WT° 2865 — Td: TOTOf T? T ffa 5171 1 1% 4 -uT TOTM 

»rk jtu, f fiTOf, ftrar ff-frh trrw:, ttototo toto toito 4 totos troW 
ttVt w. t yrfr if to nf tstt -to tot to rjto jr *rf | f% 'rft vrfaTO fa to sfar 
f 5 TO T SIT fa fa *r!fafaR, 1952 ( 1 9 5 2 TOT 19) % TTOTO TTO TOPTO TO TIT fTOT Tt4 

) 

5TT: TOT, 7TO srfafTOTO Vt HTOT 1 far TTOTOT ( 4 ) 3TTT TTT Vrfwtrt TO ITT TO 
TOTO TOTTO AT TOUT TTO 5TfafaTO % T'TTOff TOTO TOPTO TO I ITT 3 0 5JTO, 1971 
V WET TOTOi $ I 


[4o tTfl-o 35019( 29)/71 4VO t^o-2)] 

S.O. 2866. — Whereas it appears to the Central Government that the employer 
and the majority of the employees in relation to the establishment known aa 
Messrs Reliance Export Corporation. 7-All Mount Road, All View 3(B), Bom- 
bay-26, have agreed that the provisions of the Employees’ Provident Funds and 
Family Pension Fund Act, 1952 (19 of 1952), should be made applicable to the 
aaid establishment; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of 
section 1 of the said Act, the Central Government hereby applies the provisions 
of the said Act to the said establishment. 

This notification shall be deemed to have come into force on the first day of 
January, 1970, 


LNo. 8 (284) /70-PF.II (i) .] 
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«PTo Wo 2868 — TcT %?7FT TOH?) T? T f ,7T jflhT % fa R" {4 fcWRRrf faR% 
faim, 7 va iTTjfs m, wr 3(4') tjRrf-26, rirr; um % otto 
fq-qrfyjff sfft qv r?ot ?t t fa fyftr rf.v to t r tot 

fVrfa STfafOTR, 1 962 ( 1952OT 19) % BTOTJ TOITO Tt W^fqTT. 55JT% ^ ffT ) 

wot , m, wMotr qfr nr tt i apt otupt ( 4 ) sr<r rto, wfarfr *rr tot 
OTT |T OTOT TTWTT 3W RfafOTR - % 'JAOT OTfd *TTT f TT ^TOPCT FIT T , vf, t ? 

RgWfa^^RT 197 0tftsmft RRW.' WIT'ft I 

[RWT 8 (28 4 )/70-Tto T(<Tc 2 (i) J 

S.O. 2867. — In exercise of the powers conferred by first proviso to section 6 
of the Employees’ Provident Funds and Family Pension Fund Act, 1952 (19 of 
1952), the Central Government, after making necessary enquiry Into the matter, 
hereby specifies with effect from the 1st January, 1970 the establishment known 
as Messrs Reliance Export Corporation, 7-All mount Road, All view 3 (B), 
Bombay-26, for the purposes of the sard proviso. 

[No. 0"[284) /70-PF.II (il) ,J 

"PTo Wo 2867— V4WTV fafa «fr< TOT fafa WfafaRR", 1952 

( 1 9 5 2 TR 1 9 ) OT tflT 1 ' 6 % STTT S "<T TTO wfaflf.' LT TOT 9 ATT |(T Tvjf'rT 

rwr ?vr fA'TT if wiwwv wtw ot % q-pwtr ^ttoTyt rot fVRTOT (otot fwr, i- 
wwrtotet>*, WTfw 3(5fr ^^-26RiOT'?«rrf i TfT | Fd 1 otr€i, 1970*1 sot 
totjv % srTtw-fr % fait ftrfoltre qrcfl $ 1 

[R° 8 ( 28 4 ^/7 0 — Troircp 5 2 (ii) ] 

S.O. 2868. — Whereas Messrs. Indian Trade and General Insurance Company 
Limited, Jehangir Building, 133 Mahatma Gandhi Road, Post Box No. 146, Bom- 
bay-1 (hereinafter referred to as the said establishment) has applied for exemption 
under douse (a) of sub-section (1) of section 17 of the Employees’ Provident Funds 
and Family Pension Fund Act, 1952 (19 of 1952); 

And whereas in the opinion of the Central Government, the rules of the pro- 
vident fund of the said establishment with respect to the rates of contribution 
are not less favourable to the employees therein than those specified in section 6 
of the said Act, and the employees are also in enjoyment of other provident fund 
benefits which on the whole are not less favourable to the employees than the 
benefits provided under the said Act or under the Employees’ Provident Funds 
Scheme, 1952 (hereinafter referred to as the said Scheme) In relation to the 
employees in any other establishment of a similar character; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (a) of sub-section 
(1) of section 17 of the said Act, and subject to the conditions specified In the 
Schedule annexed hereto, the Central Government hereby exempts the said esta- 
blishment from the operation of all the provisions of the said Scheme and in 
pursuance of sub-section (3) of the said section 17, the Central Government hereby 
directs that, — 

(a) the employer in relation to the said establishment shall pay within 

fifteen days of the close of the month to the Employees’ Provident 
Fund, inspection charges at the rate of 0.09 per cent (zero point zero 
nine per cent) of the pay (basic wages, dearness allowance retaining 
allowance, If any, and cash value of food concession admissible there- 
on) for the time being payable to the employees of the said establish- 
ment who would have become members under the said Scheme but 
for this exemption; 

(b) the said employer shall invest the provident fund contribution in accord- 

ance with the directions issued by the Central Government from 
time to time. 
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The Schedule 

1. The employer shall submit such returns! to the Regional Provident Fund 

Commissioner as the Central Government may, from time to time, 
prescribe, 

2. The employer shall furnish to each employee an Annual Statement of 

Account or Pass Book. 

3. All expenses involved In the administration of the Fund including the 

maintenance of accounts, submission of accounts and returns, transfer 
of accumulations, payment of inspection charges etc, shall be borne 
by the employer. 

4. Tho employer shall display on the Notice Board of the establishment a 

copy of the Rules of the Fund as approved by the appropriate Govern- 
ment and, as and when amended, alongwith a translation of the salient 
points thereof in the language of the majority of the employees. 

5. Where an employee who is already member of the Employees’ Provident 

Fund (Statutory Fund) or the Provident Fynd of another exempted 
establishment is employed in his establishment, the employer shall 
immediately enrol him as a member of the Food of the establishment, 
and accept the past accumulations' in respect of such employee and 
credit to his account. 

6. The employer shall enhance the rate of provident fund contribution 

appropriately if the rate of provident fund contributions for the class 
of establishments in which his establishment falls Is enhanced under 
the Employees’ Provident Funds and Family Pension Fund Act, 1952 
so that the benefits under the provident fund scheme of the establish- 
ment shall not become less favourable than the benefits provided under 
the Employees’ Provident Funds and Family Pension Fund Act, 1952. 

7. The establishment shall submit an audited balance sheet of its provident 

fund every year to the Regional Provident Fund Commissioner within 
3 months of the close of the year. 

8. No amendment of the Rules of the provident fund shall be made without 

the previous approval of the Centred Provident Fund Commissioner, 
Where any amendment is likely to alfect adversely the interests of 
the employees, the Central Provident Fund Commissioner shall, before 
giving his approval, give a reasonable opportunity to the employees 
to explain their point of view. 

[No. S. 35014/10, '71-PF.II.l 

*TTo UfTo 28 68 — R-f: ERlf im RiRR Mif'hr, 

flT farffcsR, 133-^rwrnRftTty, fte rrr To i4,e, (fV3r 
WiR 'TFRT RR VfTT R<Tr|) ^ IRKf RfqVR ftrfET f ^ TRR Rf ffhRR, 1952 

( 1952 Vf 19) fvTtf 9FR R RIRRfRfRRRR'jrRRTt) Rm' STRf 17 ^ 

ROTHT ( 1 ) % ( v) % RT 1 R ^ % fR J RfW ; 

R'lTRR: %?ffR TOT Td TIR R Rf TdPT R?f RTRTT R-FR TRiRR % RfRGR 

fdftl fdRR RV.R T.'fR^t Tf % fRR RR fdTRf R TOT R T°FR Rjf f RT R4R RfafdRR 
Tf STlTT fi.R R’lT Tf Riff rIR-R ftfST RTjfRRT'f 'fff f R> 

RTdRfTRf % R^fRRTlftR' % faff 

RR Firm % R.RR Ft % RTR it, RTR RfafdRR % RRfR rY< RfRTft Rfa«T fdfa 
FfftR, 1952 (f3i'?r R7R R RfR RRT %) % RJ'fd RTfff | J 

RR: W,RWWfRfdRRTV«riTT 17dffR7iRm ( 1 ) (®F) TiTfRRTT RfRRRf 

RT RflR RRR JIT tf|T R4TR3T R^ft if fRfdfdSd wf % RRtR TRd RWT T 
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Fim =FT S-W % Tr+f l HTOTr % SPFfa 4 CTAJTTT WZ TTi | 4V< UTX OV-rT 1 7 
^fftHTOlTT HTATT ^IKTirr fni 9T fcft % fa — 

(fa 1 ) 4 ytra fjfaiAT ttct tttth % 'ta TiHif<4t 4 t, ^fr, *rfa 

Tf %Z 7f 4t ftrfr 4t, ew TFiTf % 'Ofifi^T ft RTT fjjfr, ?(THOT f^T 
ttft % ('p'm fv¥ ha^tt, *rf nr£ wr, srftrEr,-^ w, nfe ft, 4fa 
'TvT 9 < W'jfl'q' gra' ixoth vr w< Tj^ir) o . 09 (v^ xotot njfir 4t) 
Tftmx tt r< 4 f4€rapjr-THTx hwfh % H^tf fax % tfrax vfaifx 
trfsfGTT fafa Tt 4HT ; 

(sr) f44tw ■ufarar f^fsr sti4ot 4 Tt, ^fat yxvrx srcr pfw tx 

Owih tttt % ?r^vrr< f4ff?r rTtit 1 

1— f44ftro>' sr£fa%7%Hrfa vrf^-Tir faftr strixh tt 4 faqxtVrr 4 ott fv? 

%^sfrq- r<vr< hot hot <tx faffr nil 1 

2 — fOTlAV sew v4faift t 4 f rfw ht ot otht i 

3 — faff* % sniTTOT, fa'H4 Vf OTTtT -<w, 4iX fasrxfOTt VT 

hat art, 4ht4 at farftsr’Jr smrfi snfc at hot HfanfOT | w 

srOTftar hhi oti at ffH fOTtw aru faqr apttt i 

4 — HXAiT fiTTH-Jiflfw faff* $ fOTHtAt 4 A ^TT^f TOTH ^ 

1HOTTTX 9T SRfattT AOlT 4V< OT AHT Hf4 HTtOT fW ATOTT m A'4- 

Hlfuft AtHfOTHT AVOTIT 4 HHAt HOT-ifAT ART AT OTOT 4t OTfOT 

a4jtt I 

5-rfe Att 4 ht A'4Hrxt,4T qfaOTt nfacr fqfu (vrffff^fk) ht ux-tpt fx4r 
othtot qfr fqfy tt qr4 ft 4 tptrt, |, wttxt 4 ft’frfsrcr 
ft HrlxtfxHtT,^- cthtt Tt ftftr % % ux 4 ottt ot |xt 

{‘ifi TX3TT f/tx 44 TTTrxr €\ 5TqA 'JH% fXST# HHTt Tl FflR-TX ^X% 
yrf TTfsf; ?5j% j 4 tTttT | 

e — nf? th h4 t «rmt % fppT, P5 ih 4 fqHDfT vr wm wht t, Hf4^r f4fa %■ 
HfHOTT qft V< ^4NT<t wfacrr Mh ?f|X f 4 fe ^rrftrfOTT, 1962 

m HtfiH HfT ft ATT 4r fTTtAT '*44^ fxfq- % srfHOTf 5T TTfjfOT ¥7 
4 OT Hlf+' TTIRA Tt OTCH f4fa Tf4>T % 4«f4T ^ft Hgf4qT4 TFT 
t4irnff 4 W H-J^XT H ft 5Tt4 fTFTTt stTfFHT TTTTft ^44^ 4tX JTdT-H 

4j?FTf4fH wftrfwr, 1952 % 5TtftH ? I 

7 — Him HfOT f^ftr TT 4TftfeH HAT-'TT f X ^4 T l^fvi T ftrfu WT^W 

^t % HtH HTH % TflHX 44 ht I 
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8 — VffacT fulfil fnTTf it Tuf nfi T JUTT Tpyar fnfa WOJ tf % tf jftay 

% fayr y f ‘ f^'qr wtit 1 *i\fr Pr ft t < fiER- w ■rYTTfYrY % f? 4 i r< tPtvst 
ttit q-f t'T 4 t p*t (r y^r terYr vrPq'-q- fyptj w-i™ , spyff sputi^ YY ir 
t^ttPutY Tt ?w v <4 ^rr jjfPrpFTi Wtt’v Yhi i 

[4o !Tf,--350H ( I 0)/7 1-fto ^»2] 

S.O. 2869. — Whereas it appear to the Central Government that the employer 
and the majority of the employees in relation to the establishment, known a* 
Messrs. Binus, Bombay Dyeing Exclusive Stockists, Main Road Quilon-1. Kerala 
State have agreed that the provisions of the employees’ Provident Funds and 
Family Pension Fund Act, 1952, (19 of 1952), should be made applicable to the 
said establishment; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of sec- 
tion 1 of the said Act, the Central Government hereby applies the provisions of 
the said Act to the sa.d establishment. 

This notification shall be deemed to have come into force on the thirty-first day 
of May, 1971, 

[No. S, 35019/11/71-PF. II{i)J 

TT ' 'Crr > 2 8 6 9 — SIT: 4“fhT y\\ T< f Trf 1 fm fi' T 4 f T 4 'A T U Ttf, K'NTf 
TT^T TTf^fiy ^TlP^vjdT, ilhTlT OfTTh-l %Vy ’<DT h'lW FTTTn 4 yR7£ fydkV 
sr'iT v4^-iv?ff ^T^|4©rr wtio T<y$*»Ti «K 4 ^TfV«rf^rlMV tV< Tfvsn: 

ftrfsr srPsrPyiw, 1952 (1952 Vi 19) 4 : tdft yc, sfrjvjj; >;Y 
Trf^ 

m: m, yet siftrfwh - tPi tat 1 vsuivt ( 4) sitt snrr wrfw 4 i 
^'T 4v;firT y\ViT T-cr sffa'fhdy Y; 0 Ah *-rrry TY>[a<STTT tr^ttYI 1 

5 f Ptr^dT 1971 -64 *f I % f TfryY Pft tY i [T 3# yyyY W”fn 

[To try 0 3 5 01 9 ( 1 1 ) / 7 1 — “fY ° ^95 2 (l)) 


S.O. 2870 Whereas it appears to the Central Government that the employer 

and the majority of the employees in relation to the establishment known as 
Messrs. Jainco Dresses (Registered), Street No. 8, Kailash Nagar, Delhi-31 In- 
cluding its show room at 81, Yashwant Place Chanakyapuri, New Delhi-21 have 
agreed that the provisions of the Employees’ Provident Funds and Family Pen- 
sion Fund Act, 1952 (19 of 1952), should be made applicable to the said estab- 
lishment; 

Now, therefore, in extreise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of section 1 
of the said Act, the Central Government hereby applies the provisions of the said 
Act to the said establishment. 

This notification shall be deemed to have come into force on the first day flf 
April, 1970. 

LNo. S. 35019/1/71-PF.ILJ 

«PT° WTo 28 70 — TT: (ITT'.T TT Tpf TTYt ^YdT | fo Tt4 4ttY fTT 

(tPst^fi) ^Yt 4 o 8 Twryy*T< ; ferrY — 31 yrev dtfr', fYyr tli.t si.wrt 
TT Tl'T'fTffr, Ts PtPrY — 2 1 f c TT SR$bi hf^lTT TTTT PTTTT T y*dd| 
fyytTT' tfiT ^4^fP\4Y YY aifTwr ^y ttt h?,yr ?Y yP | Pt TTTrtt irfr^r 
fdfy yyr tiYttt w fypy qfyfyrh, 1952 (1 9 5 2 tt 19) % tpr irm 

tY TBJ PfiO, : n% TTf^tr | 
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WT, 5T7TW 1 tY TTTTTT ( 4 ) TlTT TUT wf-WTl *T SPT>I 

gfTf %?irfa TfTthTC T4T ^fyfaTT % TTiTT TPr TTTTT T?! TT^flTT TT<J VTSfi' 

I ' 

W UfaWiT 197 0 % TUT % 5m far TY 5TTT TETlff TflT iff I 

[To <t ^ 0 350/9 (l )/ 7 1 — TYo ^<Eo 2] 


8.0. 2871. — Whereas it appears to the Central Government that the employer 
and the majority of the employees in relation to the establishment known as 
Messrs Union Cottage Industrial Corporation, Kothavalasa, Visakhapatnam Dis- 
trict have agreed that th r - provisions of the Employees' Provident Funds and 
Family Pension Fund Act, 1952 (19 of 1952), should be made applicable to the 
said establishment: 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of section 1 
of the said Act, the Central Government hereby applies the provisions of the said 
Act to the said establishment. 

This notification shall be deemed to have come Into force on the first day of 
August 1967. 

[No. 8 (286)/70-PF-II.] 

«FTo WTo 28 71 — Th: TTiT TT Tf TiTT STITT £ fa Ttfff Vtfrst 

STFfrTT TT'TltVpr, JpfaWiET. faTTEJUTUT faW fiTTr UTTTT *( (TdT faffa«P 
tfYr ^forfafr dfr sjwott ur mt gY t£ t fa vifarfY 'TfTT farfsr tt 
r ffw7 ptet frftr srftrfw, 1952 (1952 w 19) % tttt putt tY 

TT\ fa-tr j|TT UT%TT ; 

TO:,5pr,TTfr5rftrfauT^Y^r7T 1 tY ttltt ( 4 ) titt ra sifwfr ViTfpr 
VTY f(T T'sffa ETUiT ^ EfsrfTUT % TW PUTf *fY TUTU aTft 

fc I 


srfa^rrr 1967 % whe % tut far tt sr-rer $f <ur tt 1 

[E° 8(2 8 6 ) / 7 o-'fto IT^o 2] 


S.O. 2872. — Whereas it appears to the Central Government that the employer 
and the majority of the employees in relation to the establishment known as The 
Russell Exchange, 12-C, Ressell Exchange, Calculta-16 have agreed that the provi- 
sions of the Employees’ Provident Funds and Family Pension Fund Act, 1952 
(19 of 1952), should be made applicable to the said establishment; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of sec- 
tion 1 of the said Act, the Central Government hereby applies the provisions of 
the said Act to the said establishment. 

This notification shall be deemed to have come Into force on the thirty first 
day of December, 1968. 


[No, 8(281)/70-PF. II-(l). 1 

2 8 7 2 — ®RT: Y'TTtT TRTTT Tt TX?, Jpffa jfYdT if fa ^ITeY LET '(Ttl TT 
1 2-Et, Ufa U«WT’-T, TTTtTT- 1 6 TET PUTT T PtTC faftE*T eYt tY 

fY tY % fa 'FTTfr Efau frfr cf«rT Efr^n: Yvpt fafu uftr- 

faUT, 1952 ( 1952 TT 19) % 3W8 W PUTT *iY fail EUY 
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wr:, m, tar rMrra Aft rrt 1 Aft twrt ( 4) arm rrtt vrfanfr «pt ra>t 
arr |(T rwr srfkfRAR ¥ tw-st tar rtiar Aft itrr3t*t ttr arr! | i 

^ srffffspn 1 968 % faflRR % ^artra for Aft atr imt Twrfr i 

[fto 8(28l):7(MfNtTR>° 2-(i)] 

S.O. 2873, — In exercise of the powers conferred by first proviso to section 0 
of the Employees' Provident Funds and Family Pension Fund Act, 1952 (19 of 1952), 
the Central Government, after making necessary enquiry into the matter, hereby 
specifies with effect from the 31st December, 1968 the establishment known as 
the Russell Exchange, 12-C, Russell Exchange, Calcuttcs-16 for the purpose of the 
said proviso. 

[No. 8(281) /70-PF. II- (ii) .] 

%(o vr o 2 8 72—- AtfRRft RfaR Met art rf-AR fafa RfaftRR, 

1952 ( 195 2 AT 19) Aft APT 6 ¥ AAA <R?R¥ TUT ATAT AlfAAAi s T RAT A ^ 
¥RfiA ARATT T6' fARR ft RTARTAi TTA ATA Ikft ¥ AEAIA 0[ATsiRT ACT 1 £-ftt 

ART rr-WAfa ATAJAT- 1 6 AFT¥ RTIAA ¥> STklT feRfRA, 1 9 6 8 ft TAR q7r|T % AAlRTl 

¥ far ftriftfar art f I 

[ft 8/28 1/70-^0^0-, (ii)] 

S-O. 2874— Whereas it appears to the Central Government that the employer 
and the majority of the employees in relation to the establishment known as 
The Dharwar Cooperative. Land Development Bank Limited, Dharwar have 
agreed that the provisions of the Employees’ Provident Funds and Family Provi- 
dent Fund Act, 1952 (19 of 1952), should be made applicable to the said establish- 
ment; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of sec- 
tion 1 of the said Act, the Central Government hereby applies the provisions of 
the said Act to the said establishment. 

This notification shall be deemed to have come into force on the first day of 
December, 1970. 

[No, S. 35019/9 /71-PF. II-(i).] 

<67° «Ctr° 2 8 74 — RR1 A'RfftT RAATA Aft Af RrfTR ^IRT | fa ARRTR RfRTfAAT, 
vrfft f,¥TA A A fftfftJr, STRATA RThki REAR ft fnft TA>' ftk Aft 

^(rWT^' TIT AT RATA A"f | fa A^RTAt Rfaaf fftTtJ SLA AfAATA AUTR fftfft 
Arfaffam, 1952 ( 1 9 5 2 AT 19 ) ¥ 1W1 Tfff RTRR Aft fa<7 Tfft RTffT ; 

TR:, Wf, TAR RfafaUT ¥t RPJ 1 Aft TATI AT ( 4) JRT RAW AlfARA! AT RAT 
ARR ifT failA AAATA TFT Tfftf AT ¥ TWR TAR W19A ¥T TRRf ITT TFJ ¥Tft f I 

m Tfft^TRT 1 9 7 0 ¥ fRR-T ", ¥ RAT 1ft A Aft R {T %t RAsftf TTTTjft | 

[ft°T[A° 35019( 9)-71-f'o ITRo 2(i)] 


S.O, 2875, — In exercise of the powers conferred by first proviso to section 0 of 
the Employees’ Provident Funds and Family Pension Fund Act, 1952 (19 of 1952), 
the Central Government, after making necessary enquiry into the matter, hereby 
specifies with effect from the 1st December, 1970 the establishment known as 
Messrs Dharwar Cooperative Land Development Bank Limited, Dharwar for the 
purposes of the said proviso. 


[No. S. 35/19/9/71-PF.II (ii) .] 
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Ti'o *n'o 2875 — "FTTlftT VTftrq- «TT hfftlT qf^ ft, ft 1 952 

( 195 2 *PT 19) ftV STITT 6 ft TT«HT hTTijV SRT TRrT Ulfftiftr 7-T Wi»T tT^T |<t 
TRVR fftTT Jr »¥ Tift sj,R ft *TV3TcT EffTSiTT STiT^Tf T7|WTT, Vjft 
f 'V STRUTS' hT*W WTh ftt 1 ftlTRjT, 197 0 ft O'v^t ; ft STTl^ff 

ft ftf^ fafftft*? <fr7?ft | | 

[ft o rr^ 0 35019( 9)/71-4VoT^ °2 (ii)] 


S.O. 2876. — Whereas it appears to the Central Government that the employer 
and the majority of the employees in relation to the establishment known as 
Messrs Shiv Shanker Rice Mills, Sultanpur Lodhi, have agreed that the provisions 
cf the Employees’ Provident Funds and Family Pension Fund Act, 1952 (10 of 1952), 
should be mode applicable to the said establishment; 

Now. therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (4) of 
section 1 of the said Act, th e Central Government hereby applies the provisions 
of the said Act to the said establishment. 

This notification shall be deemed to have come Into force on the first day of 
February, 1971. 

[No. S. 35019/6/ 7 1-PF-1I(1).J 

«TT° WTo 2 87 6 — RcT: ft.ffft Tr «t7R ftt Tcfft g cil | fv ^TTT ft 7 
TT?R' firm', ^RRTh^T Riftl, T«TRR ft TTRiff fftftftsp tflT TTRlfftT To Stfftw 
^ 7TR 9 T gt hi' | ft; k.ftRTfV ft ft 7PTT hfvsTT ftFR ft ft Tift ft hR, 1952 

( 1 9 5 2 sprr 19) ft RWR 37 R RTThR fti HP]) (fti* Rift Rlftir | 

55TTT:, WR, StftftTCW ft)' TT 1 TT 1 ftY R'TO.TT ( 4) 3T<T RRtT Flft.Rftr 77 TPTft 

grr 1 ftfftr*R3>1T3W srfftfthR ft 3WtT 3W 777,7 ftt IJRiTSRT 3PJ %Tcft | I 

IT? SlftT^T 1 9 7 1 % TTarft ft 5T«m fthT ft I 777 gft TTOffr WTOftV I 

[ft° t[h'o 35019( 6)/71-fto-nE c _2(i)] 


S O 2877i — In exercise of the powers conferred by first proviso to section 6 of 
the Employees’ Provident Funds and Family Pension Fund Act, 1952 (19 of 1952), 
the Central Government, after making necessary enquiry Into the matter, hereby 
specifies with effect from the 1st February, 1971 the establishment known as 
Messrs Shiv Shanker Rice Mills, Sultanpur Lodhi for the purposes of the said 
proviso. 

[No. S. 35019/6/71-PF.II(ii).] 

«fq 0 wt o 2 8 77 — 'PdTlftt 'H ft r -7 ftft 7947 ifftlT ftw-T ft ft STftfftW, 1952 
( 195237 19) ftfRiTT 6 ft 5I*PT 7U7[7.' TFT TRrTTlftcft, VTtPT.h' R' ftf^ ^ftiTFv’i.'R 
fftqrf ft ttTTBhT' rfft W T ftft ft 3FRET ud'iSiTT ftlW 3T3R TRTT fftcTT, RyTRTH)JT pflffT' 
fqrpf; nq-jqq jftj ifcv q fj : i 9 7 1 ft' RCPT fftf % 3 TR ft Tlftltfft ft Pi 0 ftftftrT ^Rffr 

t I 


[fto triTo 35019( 6) / 7 1— ft o/^E °2 (H) ] 


S O 2878. — Whereas Messrs. Iron Exchange (India) Ltd., Tiecicon House, Dr. E. 
Moses Road, Bombay-11 (hereinafter referred to as the said establishment) has 
applied for exemption under clause (a) of sub-section (1) of section 17 of the Em- 
ployees’ Provident Funds and Family Pension Fund Act, 1952 (19 of 1952); 
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And whereas in the opinion of the Central Government, the rules of the 
provident fund of the said establishment with respect to the rates of contribu- 
tion are not less favourable to the employees therein than those specified in sec- 
tion 6 of the sa d Act, and the employees are also in enjoyment of other pro- 
vident fund benefits which on the whole are not less favourable to the employees 
than thfe benefits provided under the said Act or under the Employees’ Provident 
Funds Scheme, J9C2 (hereinafter referred to as the said Scheme) in relation to 
the employees in any other establishment of a similar character; 

Now, therefore, in exerrise of the powers conferred hv clause (a) of sub- 
section (1) of section 17 of the said Act, and subject to the conditions specified 
in the Schedule annexed he e 1 . lue Central Government hereby exempts the 
said est-’Ni'chmer* from the oneiation of all the provisions of the said Scheme 
and in pursuance of sub-section (3) of the said section 17, the Central Govern- 
ment hereby directs that, — • 

(a) the employer in relation to the said establishment shall pay within 

fifteen clays of the close of the month to the Employees’ Provident 
Fund, inspection charges at the rate of 0.09 per cent (zero point 
zero nine per cent) of the pay (basic wages, dearness allowance, 
retaining allowance, if any. and cash value of food concession ad- 
missible thereon) for the time being payable to the employees of 
t! e “aid establishment who would have become members under the 
said Scheme bill for this exemption; 

(b) the said cmplovcr shall invest the provident fund contributions in 

accordance with the directions issued by the Central Government 
Irom time to t me. 

The Schedule 

1. The employer shall submit 1 such returns to the Regional Provident Fund Com- 
missioner the Central Government may, from time to time, prescribe. 

2. The employer shall furnish to each employee an Annual Statement of Account 
or Pass Book. 

3. All expenses involved in the administration of the Fund including the mainte- 
nance of accounts, submission of accounts and returns, transfer of accumulations, 
payment of inspection charges etc., shall be borne by the employer. 

4. The employer shall display on the Notice Board of the establishment a copy 
of the rules of the Fund as approved by the appropriate Government and, as and 
when amended a'ou'nvlth a translation of the salient points thereof in the language 
of the majority of the employees. 

5. Where an employee who Is already member of the Employees’ Provident Fund 
(Statutory Fund) or the Provident Fund of another exempted establishment is em- 
ployed In his establishment, the employer shall immediately enrol him as a member 
of the F’und of the establishment, and accept the past accumulations In respect of 
such employee and credit to his account. 

6 . The employer shall enhance the rate of provident fund contribution appro- 
priately if the rate of provident fund contributions for the class of establishments 
in which his establishment falls is enhanced under the Employees’ Provident Funds 
and Family Pension Fund Act, 1952 so that the benefits under the provident fund 
scheme of the establishment shall not become less favourable than the benefit 
provided under the Employees’ Provident Funds and Family Pension Fund Act, 1952. 

7. The establishment shall submit an audited balance sheet of its provident 
fund every year to the Regional Provident Fund Commissioner within 3 months 
of the close of the year, 

8 . No amendment of the rules of the provideht fund shall be made without 
the previous approval of the Central Provident Fund Commissioner, Where any 
amendment is likely to affect adversely the Interests' of the employees, the Central 
Provident Fund Commissioner shall, before giving his approval, give a reasonable 
opportunity to the employees to explain their point of view. 

[No, 11 /43/70-PF.II] 
DAUIT SINGH, Under Secy- 
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VToWTo 2878 — UT: SHUT rr^HTOT ) ftfift!', diaftt^M-T 

ftftr fK 1 1 (fair sftf ftr% ^pt pto «rft to |) % tn-ftnft 

ftTOftTftftTqfftiTi'TOftrft sftfftPT, 11 52 ( 1S52*1>T ly) (ftft *ftf STO 
'TTO^ TOfT wftfTOT *U?T 5 ,TT $) ft HITT 1 7 ft TTHTTT ( 1 ) % TO (V) % Sflfft ^ 
Sft flftUT fftTT $ I 

Tfk ITT: ftsffa H*WiT ft TPT if ftftOT ft ftf ft HITT TUT TO % ftftT 

ftrftr fror Tft; <t.'4t f ft % fro; to fftrft ir *to TOfr uff | ft .to ftsrfror sffV 

HITT 6 if fafaf^z: I, sfiT wftlft ftTO fftH ft TOT TOfftft ft TT ft f ft aprf- 
HTfuff % fft[; JFfTOi^TTOU^Jlft irTOi'TOTOT Tft |, ft, Tft WiT % fVft 
tot totto % wfarfaft % arosr if, tot srfafftw % srsffar ft< vrorrfT ftftif 
fVffer Ffttr, % (fair ^ftf ftroftrir w^)t wfft ft ^nft $ i 

to: *r«r ( tott ftiftrur ft snrr 1 1 ft -tourt ( i ) % (m) sttt tut ftft ft 
TO TOFT TTO |TT ft? % ftf TOTUJ SPJftft if fftftw Sift % TOTft ftf gtr, TOftT TOT 
■,M TO ft TOcT Flft % TOTl TOTOTT % TOffa it' t^^iTT TO TOT t ft? STITT 1 ^ 
ft' TTHTTT ( 3) % TO/-TTO if ftftH TXTiTT Rr^lTT fnftr ftft I — 

(«fi) tot ftito if from; tot fttto % y i Ttfanfftf ft, ft, qft 

If? %Z n ft ft 5 ifr ft, TOT ftft % TOft TO«T ft TO 5 ft, HTO 

fft TOT % (TOIifft TOnftt, W, ftOTlTT tot, ft? ftt ft, *fft 

TTT TT srftFT ’3TRT fftriTOT Tf ) 0 09 (T?T TOTOT Vf'T rff) 

Tftwr tTt r< if ftifwT H*rr< vitirt % ttt fur % t. tit TOTrff 

TfTO fnft *Ft ^1T I 

(nr) fufrw Tftcr ftft 5(ftT|Tff Tt, %<-5fft ti\hT< 51TT TOTOFR TT 
fWf# TT % 'RTTiT, ftftffT V^TTT I 

1. faTUiT 1 STT^fTtV TTfT'T ftfH WT^cf TT T ft-TTfrot T^TT fu? HT^TT 
TTTUTrTT TT ftftH I 

2. fur>w Tci.’t; vronr ut Trftv wr-froror qr qin i 

3 . ft ft % twtto, ftrrrif tt urn *pt utit wnr, ttott W 1 < ft'TTpTTf tt ^jfr 
^ttt, ttu vr ttott, ftiMTOurirf Trft vr ttot TftTftrr |, if TOrftftvr ruff ®ftf 
«i;r Tfr fufftw 51 TT ft-rr tottt i 

j. fttfftTt- yjjfty rn^lT 5TO ftft % fftpff ft TV Tft ?«TNT % 

^PTPT^ TT TrftTT ftn ftT Tft TT+f TTMflH'T ftiTT 5|H[ 1 II TT •p4’rYft ;£ fl ft ^gTlwil 
ft hftt if T+ftf TTzrrnr TOt «ft tt ft M'jftiTt ^ftrr i 

5. Tft fti r^Tr TtfTTfr, ft VTTlft ftTO ftft (W^ff ftft) TT SftSTO 
ftft TOT WTTT ft ftftr ftft «M ^ ir TRTT FTIUT if ftftftfTT ^HT | ft 
fftftTt TT UT ft ftft V TOFT ft VT if TT-Wf TR ^TRT ft Uf VftT ftlT ftiT *p4’T l'0 ft 
HDTT TTFft TTUff ft Tft^IlT if '’TTT 1 
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6 . lift fa % F«TTfar % ffa frfa ifafaw tt wh w 'ffffar Met 
faRfat fa fa^rfa fafarfafa w't qffarc fair fate fafafaR 1952 sisffa ^ 
sft ^rrtr fa ffafar Rffa f f (7 % fafarfa fa zx frfafa et *r 5 rt fa- nrfT ^rm fa 
^paw f-rfy Ffatr % fabr fa sr^fatfa T-r spfasnfar ft far n ft ^rrq ffafa 
35 r«<n fa^rfa PrPr far q-ffan: far fa-fa fatjffatT, 1052 %'fafa f 1 

7 . F7TPT STT'ft fafal fafa fa R'TTrPiPT TTd-TT WK fa SrVffa fafal fafa 
fa arfar % far Fry % tffar tffaT i 

8. iRfa^T fafa fa'fat it faf fa fafad T-faq Rfa JT fafa tffjjw T fa tTfafa < 

^ faTT r^r fair i ffaff famr t fafafai t fart tc fafasr wit wh 

faHT«T fa fa" %-5ffa fafaT fafa SpqT-f, tlTTT ST^ffa fa H fa, fafavfa fa WRIT 
^ffafaor FTC fafa fa! fafaPJW *PTRT faT I 

[E° 11 / 43 / 70 -^ 0 ^ 0 - 2 ] 
wfan fafa OTT fafa I 


’(Department of Labour and Employment) 

New Delhi, the 13th July 1071 

8.0. 2819. — The following draft of a Scheme further to amend the Madras Un- 
registered Dock Workers (Regulation of Employment) Scheme, 1957, which the 
Central Government proposes to make in exercise of the powers conferred by sub- 
section (l) of section 4 of the Dock Workers (Regulation of Employment) Act, 
1948 (9 of 1948), Is published as required by the said sub section for the Informa- 
tion of all persons likely to be aitected thereby, and notice ts hereby given that 
the said draft will be taken into consideration cn or after the 26th July, 1971. 

Any objections or suggestions which may be received from any persons with 
respect to the said draft before the date so specified will be taken into considera- 
tion by the Central Government 


Draft Scheme 

1. This Scheme may be called the Madras Unregistered Dock Workers (Regula- 
tion of Employment) Amendment Scheme, 1971. 

2. In the Madras Unregistered Dock Workers (Regulation of Employment)’ 
Scheme, 1957: — 

in clause 13-B, sub-clause (2), after the proviso, the following proviso shall 
be added, namely: — 

“Provided further that In respect of listed workers handling ora, the Board 
may fix the number at 16 days in a month with effect from the 1st 
May, 1971.” 

(No. S. 67014/3/71-P. & D.]! 


«nr tffa fa-jpriT ffamr 

*T^ ffafa 1 5 'S^5Trf , 1971 

Q*TTo 28 7 9. — R5TR wfaffad TTT fatffaTfaffalfa faT Pfafaupfaffafa 1 957, % 
Wfa «TT*f Rfaffd fafa TPTT ffafafafa fa fa farffa FRfaTT TIT ' tfafa lT ( fafalTT 

fa fafaWT) fatjffaR, 1948, ( 1 948 faT 9) fa BTTTT 4 fa BTRRT ( 1 ) 

3TTT M<rl fafafa faT fafa fafa $T( fafa fa STRUTS I’ fafa tfTTT TD-Viwid: STfafaTT 

tfft Tfa fat fafafa fa fJ'TTT % ffaj BfaT RMEHT TTTT faHfaffaT faT if T T l ft l d ffaTT 
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sfk r Til T JJ3RT TV ^TRfr I f% 33d JT.'TFq- qTi.6 STHTf, 1971%T3T3H% 

fadr* fq n, e; .,*7r i 

7W T (W IT 3T*nj m^TT 3T RSTTTT 9T 3T S3 3LTT farfdlW drCW f%*ft 

■*fV ®* tPrt * r stf^t get ^r, %^Br*nvn: im ftm f%qT3miRTi 

*vt*i vt v i^q 

1. F'lfta' *PT dTR 3«W *rT5ftpT «H7 qnfi.’R (fddFsrd <FT fafipm) BBUFf 

Tqffrr, 1971 fPrr i 

2 . *nrr*r srr'fryT «f4ttt (favm wi W^rr) pm, 1957 
3T3T 1 3-3T, jT«r»3 ( 2 ) R, Tl?TK% mif fqr ffaf Iff TC3JV T>rr 311(31 (fcffrr 

<r<^? % yt Jr, 333 :- 

"qr^ir? f% sttfr yi qrpf qr^ kt^^Jt dwt % umpUt J r 

tW 333 3f, i97i?r«T?tf«!utT«pimrJr lefqrPwr^iftr 

[do ITRo 67014/3/411 ^fiT qfVo 3fto] 
New Delhi, the. 26th July 1971 

S.O. 2880. — In pursuance of section 17 of the . Industrial Disputes Act, 1B47 
<14 of 1947), the Central Government hereby Dublishwi the following award of 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunal, Bombay, in the industrial dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management of Bombay Port Trust 
Bombay and their workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on the 5th July, 1971. 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, BOMBAY. 

Reference No. CGIT-7 of 1970 

Parties; 

Employers in relation to Bombay Port Trust, Bombay- 1, 

Aw» 

their workmen. 

Present: 

Shri A. T. Zambre, Presiding Officer. 

Appeahances ; 

For the employers ; — Shri R. K. Shetty, Deputy Legal Adviser, Bombay Port 
Trust. 

For the Workmen : — Shri S. K. Shetye, General Secretary, B. P. T. Employees’ 
Union. 

State: Maharashtra. Industry: Major Ports & Docks. 

Bombay, dated 19 th June, 1971 
AWARD 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, Employment and Rehabilita- 
tion, Department of Labour and Employment by their Order No., 73/3/70-P&D, 
dated 28th August, 1970 have referred to this Tribunal for adjudication an in- 
dustrial dispute existing between the employers in relation to the Bombay Port 
Trust and its workmen in respect of the matters specified in the following 
schedule: — 

Schedule 

“Whether the management of Bombay Port Trust, Bombay is justified in dis- 
missing Shri Jagannath Yeshwant Tawde, Ex-watchman, B.P.T, Workshops, 

Mazagaon, Bombay-10, from his services With effect from 10th April, 1969, If 
not, to what relief la he entitled?” 
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2. The facts and circumstances leading to the present dispute may be stated in 
brief as follows. 

Shri Jagannath Tawde the workman involved In this dispute was in the employ 
of the Bombay Port Trust and at the relevant time was working as a watchman 
of the workshop at Mazagaon. The Incident took place on the night between 
30th and 3lst March 1986 before which date thefe were several reports of theft 
of port trust property" from the workshops. On the 31st March 1966 about 4-30 a m. 
the gate-keeper Shri Tayehetye who resides near the main gate saw the workman 
going towards the gate. The workman was wearing a heavy army type overcoat. 
He was not walking as a free man and hence the gateman suspected him aDd 
came out of his resldeacf &ad atpptMd th* workqian and going near him felt his 
body and found that he was carrying something heavy whereupon he was asked 
to srana near me vvau. The gate- Keeper asKeci me Havddar to call the Additional 
Chief Mechanical Engineer Shri Viegaa who immediately came to the spot and 
finding that the workman was carrying pieces of copper and brass bars in a cloth 
bag hung on his neck and tied round his body the Additional Chief Mechanical 
Engineer immediately gave information to the police whereupon the workman was 
prosecuted in the court of the Presidency Magistrate. 

3. But the Presidency Magistrate acquitted the workman by his Judgment 
dated 19th November, 1006. Thereafter the Additional Chief Mechanical Engineer, 
Port Trust charge-sheeted the wprkman for commiting misconduct of theft or 
fraud or dishonesty in connection with the Port Trust’s property under rule 
22 (2) (b) of the Rules and Regulations for non-scheduled staff. A departmental 
enquiry was held against the workman by a special enquiry officer who by his 
findings dated 4th December, 1968 found the workman not guilty and submitted 
hia report to the Additional Chief Mechanical Engineer who was the competent, 
authority. The Additional Chief Mechanical Engineer did not agree with the 
findings of the enquiry officer and issued a notice to the workman as tp why he 
should not be dismissed and after hearing the workman dismissed him with effect 
from 10th April, 1969 whereupon the Bombay Port Trust Employees Union raised 
the dispute which was referred to this Tribunal for adjudication. 

4. The Bombay Port Trust Employees Union has contended that the Additional 
Chief Mechanical Engineer Shri Viegas had acted in the enquiry as complainant, 
prosecutor, witness and judge. The Additional Chief Mechanical Engineer actually 
gave evidence before the special enquiry officer. But the special enquiry officer 
after hearing his evidence and other witness had found the workman not guilty 
and submitted his report of findings. But the Additional Chief Mechanical Engineer 
as the competent authority disagreed with the findings of the special enquiry 
officer and himself acted as a judge and the enquiry was vitiated. It has been 
further contended that the decision of the Additional Chief Mechanical Engineer 
in disagreeing with the finding was perverse and thus the management has violated 
the principles of natural justice. The union therefore submitted that the order 
of dismissal should be set aside and the workman should be reinstated. 

5. The management had by their written statement opposed the reference but 
had admitted that the Additional Chief Mechanical Engineer had come to the spot 
of the incident and had given a complaint to the police officers and he was also 
examined as a witness before the enquiry officer. But they had contended that 
the findings of the special enquiry officer were erroneous and contrary to the 
evidence on record. There were errors apparent on the fact of the record and the 
competent authority had rightly disagreed with his findings. The workman was 
dismissed as a result of a departmental enquiry and the principle that the prose- 
cutor cannot be a judge is not strictly applicable to departmental enquiries and 
even though the Additional. Chief Mechanical Engineer who was the competent 
authority had given evidence it will not be sufficient to vitiate the order. There 
were other contentions but after the statements the employers gave an application 
that the Hon’ble Tribunal should be pleased to hold a preliminary enquiry to 
find out whether there was want of goed faith, violation of principles of natural 
justice etc., on the part of the management and after giving the findings on the 
preliminary enquiry and if the Tribunal came to the conclusion that the manage- 
ment h.ad violated the principles of natural justice they should be allowed to lead 
the whole evidence before the Tribunal so that the Tribunal may come to its own 
conclusion. 

6 The union had opposed this application contending that from the admitted 
facts themselves the Additional Chief Mechanical Engineer was a witness in the 
case and had himself disagreed with the enquiry officer and acting as judge passed 
final orders. This was sufficient to come tp the conclusion that the management 
had violated the principles of natural justice and if this order was declared to be 
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void what remained before the Tribunal was the report of the enquiry officer 
which is in favour of the workman and it is a flt case for setting aside the order 
and reinstating the workman. 

7. Both the parlies have- argued at great length the question about the violation, 
of the principles of na'ttiraT -justice .ana by my- o'rder- dated 22nd April 1971 I had 
held that the submission-' of -the Hwdlngs bT- the -ehqfliry Officer to the competent 
authority and the decision over the- finding by the competent authority was a part 
of the domestic enquiry itself. I had further held that Shri Viegas the Additional 
Chief Mechanical Engineer wa#-examlned before tjife , enquiry officer as a witness. 
But he himself as the cdrhpef^Y : -au:1ihomy -6onV tiered-- tfipirecord and disagreed 
with the findings. Being an important witness .he -was almost interested in the 
proceedings and having acted as prosecutor and judge the order was vitiated 
on the ground of violation of principles of natural justice. I had also held that 
the principle that the prosecutor cannot act as a judge as applicable even to 
departmental enquiries and in view of my finding about the violation of principles 
of natural justice I passed an order allowing both parties to lead evidence to 
substantiate their contentions before me. 

8. After this order the parties negotiated the dispute and on the date of hearing 
submitted terms of setlement. It has been agreed that the employers would 
reduce the punishment of dismissal Imposed upon Shri Tawde to that of discharge 
of the said workman from the Bombay Port Trust with effect from 10th April, 
1969 and would pay him all his terminal benefits. 

9. The incident took place In the month of March 1968. The workman was 
suspended and was dismissed from service with effect from 10th April, 1969. By 
the settlement the order of dismissal has been modified and he has been discharged 
and he is to get all the terminal benefits. Considering the circumstances I con- 
sider the terms of settlement reasonable and accepting the same pass an award in- 
terms of the said settlement annexure ‘A’ which shall form part of this award. 

No order as to costs. 

A. T. Zambrb Presiding Officer,. 

Central Government Industrial Tribunal, Bombay. 

Annexure ‘A’ 

BEFORE THE HON’BLK SHRI A. T. ZAMBRE, CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL, 

TRIBUNAL NO. 1. BOMBAY 
Reference No. CGIT-7 of 1970 

Employers in relation to the Bombay Port Trust and their workmen as repre- 
sented by the B P.T. Employees’ Union, Bombay. 

_ Short Recital Of the case 

The Government of India, Ministry of Labour, Employment and Rehabili- 
tation (Department of Labour and Employment) under their No. 73/3/70/P -D,. 
dated 28th August 1970 referred the following Industrial dispute to this Hon’ble 
Tribunal, for adjudication; 

"whether the management of the Bombay Port Trust, Bombay, is justified 
in dismissing Shri Jagannath Yeehwant Tawde, ex-watchman, B.P.T. 
workshops, Mazagaon, Bombay-10 from his services with effect from 
10th April 19697 If not, to what relief is he entitled?” 

The General Secretary, B.P.T. Employees’ Union, Bombay and the Employers 
have since discussed the matter and arrived at an amicable settlement. Accord- 
ingly, they have mutually agreed to settle the dispute In the following terms: — 

Terms of Settlement 

(1) That the employers will reduce the punishment of dismissal Imposed on 
Shri J. Y. Tawde, ex-watchman, B.P.T. Workshops to that of dis- 
charge of the said watchman from Port Trust service with effect from 
10th April, 1989 as a special case and Shri J, Y, Tawde will be paid 
all his terminal benefits. 

(ii) The parties hereby agree to approach the Hon’b’e Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal No. 1, Bombay to make an award in terms of the 
settlement at (i) above and to dispose of the Reference No. 7 of 1970 
accordingly. 

Bombay, dated this 16th day of June, 1971. 

Sd/- S. K, Shetye, Sd./- R. K. Shetty, 

General Secretary, Deputy Legal Adviser,. 

B.P.T, Employees' Union. Bombay Port Trust, 

[No. 73/3/70-P. &D.} 
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ORDERS 

Ne iv Delhi, the 12 th July 1971 

S.O, 2881.— Whereas an industrial dispute exists between the employers In re- 
lation to the management of the United Salt Works and Industries Limited, 
Kandla — Kutch and their workmen represented by the Kandla Salt Works 
Mazdoor Sangh, Gandhidham, Kutch; 

And whereas, the said employers and their workmen have, by a written 
agreement under sub-section (1) of section 10A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 (14 of 1947) agreed to refer the said dispute to arbitration and have for- 
warded to the Central Government under sub-section (3) of section 10A of the 
said Act a copy of the said arbitration agreement; 

Now, therefore, in pursuance of spb-section (3) of section 10A of the said 
Act; the Central Government hereby publishes the said arbitration agreement. 

Agreement under Section 10A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 
Names of the Parties: 

Representing Employers. — 1, Shri D, J. Master, Works Manager, The 

United Salt Works and Industries Limited, Kandla — Kutch- 

Representing the workmen. — 2. Shri B, H. Dave, General Secretary, 
Kandla Salt Works Mazdoor Sangh, BBZ/N-19, Gandhidham— Kutch. 

It is hereby agreed between the parties to refer the following industrial dis- 
pute to the arbitration of Shri Purshottam Kanji, Office of the Wage Boards for 
the Cotton and Silk Textile and Sugar Industries, Arun Chambers, 5th Floor, 
Tardeo, Bombay-34. 

(i) Specific matters in dispute: 

“Payment of bonus for the year 1967-68 to the Contractor’s Steamer Load- 
ing and Winchmen workers”. 

(The matter under discussions before the Labour Enforcement Officer 
(Central), Adipur — Kutch), 

(ii) Details of the parties to the dispute including the name and address 

of the Establishment or undertaking involved The United Salt 

Works and Industries Limited, Kandla, Kutch. 

(iii) Name of the workmen in case he himself is involved in the dispute 

or the name of the Union, if any, representing the workmen or 
workmen in question. — Kandla Salt Works Mazdoor Sangh, BBZ-N/ 
19, Gandhidham, Kutch. 

(iv) Total number of workmen employed in the undertaking affected,— 

250. 

(v) Estimated number of workmen affected or likely to be affected by the 

dispute. — 250. 

We further agree that the decision of the arbitrator shall be binding on us. 

The arbitrator shall make his Award within a period of six months or within 
such further time as is extended by mutual agreement between us in writing. 
In case the Award is not made within the period aforementioned, the reference 
to arbitration shall stand automatically cancelled and we shall be free to negoti- 
ate for fresh arbitration. 

Witnesses: Signature of the parties: 

1. (Sd.) A. S. Kelkah, 1. (Sd.) D. J. Master, 

Labour Enforcement Officer Works Manager, 

(Central), Adipur, for the United Salt Works and In- 

dustries Limited. 

2. (Sd.) M. A. Dave, 2. (Sd.) B. H. Dave, 

United Salt Works, Kandla, Kutch. General Secretary, 

Kandla Salt Works Mazdoor Sangh, 
Kandla. 

I have agreed to work as an Arbitrator under scetion 10A of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947. 


(Sd.) Purshottam Kanji, 
[No. 78/2/70-P&D.] 
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ETEY 

Ef fHwft, 12 EElt. 1971 

YT ° ET 0 28 81. — EE: JJET^E ETFE EYE Toy fEfEET, YT^EET Y^ET 

% VETO ETE E f^rftsRff sfVT EE % YEYRT, fEEYT 5TfEfEfk?E YFEHT ET5E 

tpRf EE, Etrft HTE, 'F =5 E5 YTET f, % ftE EY EWtfEY fEETE fEEETE | ; 

srlr EE : EYT fEEtEYf EE% Y^YRT E EWtfEY fEYTE STftrfEEE, 19 47 
( 1 947 YT 14) E?T STRT 1 0 Y Yt ETERI ( 1 ) % EEfE fEt^E YER 9RI EEE fEETE 
Y^ETEERTE YfEE fE?fYE ERE EE ERR YE fEET t eYt EEE ETSERTE YTR 
Yt TJY grfE EEE srfqfEEE €r ERT i o YEft E'TE RT ( 3 ) ^ ErflE YEftE TRYR Y> 
E^ft | ; 

STE: , 'EE ETE EfgfEEE tY ERT 1 0 Y Yt EEERT ( 3 ) % TEJERT it %ETTE TRYR 

ETE ETOTRTE TRIE Yt TJEEJRT EYlfEE ERTft | : 

tflTItfET fEETE EfafEEE, 19 47 Yt tTRT 1 0- Y % ESftE ERR : 

ESTYRT % ETE : 

flTTEYl YT SlfEfEfEcY ERE EPf : 1. 'Et ito E° , ERE< E^EE 5UEEY, fa iJETrEE 

ERE EYEE"^ SRT'ftE WEES, YEYET-Y^ 
Y<tYRt YT srfEfEfkcE YIE ETE : 2. «ft Et 0 TR 0 YE, E?T EfEE, YTRHT 

ETeE EYE EEEE EE, "ft "ft EE.EE— 1 9, Etwf 
tnE- Y^ 1 

ESTYR'f % EtE fHTHfEfTTE sftETtfEY fEETE Yt t[EESRT Et EEEtTTE YTEt, TJcft 
EtE EEpft YE»T Etr ^fTEt EEtEt % fEE EEffT Etl YT YIEtEE, EYE ERftf , 5 Et 
TpftE, TREE, TjTsrt-3 4 % ETSERTE % fEE fEffmE ERE yt ERR fYET EET | I 

( 1 ) fEfHiER fEETEETE TeEE : — 

‘ ‘SERR % RT|"IR EETEeYt fE^REE Y'4 YRT Yt 1 967-68 Yt %fHT[ E'lEE YT 

trite”: 

[NE EYtE ’ifaYPfT (eY) , ^nfYJT-Y^ % EEST fEERTlftE fEEE] 

(ii) fEETE % TYTYRt YT fEERT ftRf% ETET-fE E^YRfY ET'-T 44 EDTT^^TE' 

EE RTTEE ET YEYE YT ETE fatEES, YEWT, Y^5 : 

<fA ' 

EkTETTft Efj-EfEE | : 

(iii) EfE Y^YTT tee fEETE $5EE YT r S"*lT ETTE EEE EE^TEE, El E l ER-ET 
^E| EtEE%ETEETEfEY‘tf : 1 9, Elrft YTE, Y^T5 '. 

EE YYTEE YEYTT ET YEYR'T YT 
EfEtEftlYY YTET ^t, E~t EEYT ETE: 

(iv) YETfYE EEYE E fEEtfEE Y^YRT YT YEEEET 250 

(v) fEETE 3TRT EElfEE ET E^EYE: 

EETfEE Elf ETE YEYR? Yt ETwfEE 
E€ET : 
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?f smr TTTT TTF f fa JffiFTF TT fafFUFF ?F 5rVf FT fflW ?1FT : 

FSHTF «IW IFTT FTF tA SDrftr $ tffaT FT ^FF *lk FFF % tffaT Ft |FT7? 

Tflrr TTTFrfTSF fafaF imT jut f^tft ftf, ?ft i fTf f.ft Ffar wrfsr % tftFT qrsrrr 
F#t foTTFTFTcfr FTOTTFF^fFTT fFftrm-: xir^t^rnTFT^TgF FFFrmmF% fair 


FFuftF -tr 1 tt tiff ?Vr : 
FUfft: 


1 . ? 0 i^olTFo%?rTrT, 

’tf tttFf Fftpcrd (%Ffk), ftPttj ; 


2 . £ ot(F oTT OFF, 

3^FT?^ FT?? ffifa dffiFBT, '. 

3., FhfrfnFT fdFTT srfsrfFFF, 194 
FiTri % fTJTT Fg+ffi |j : 


TSTTTTf F pFWT :- 


1 . ?o ^to F oFTTTT, 

F FT? Fm^es FIT’S FT F trips 

fafatF I 

2 . ff o ^t 0 tr^ 0 FF, 

F?T FfFT, 

FTFTFT FIcT TTlf FFFT FF, TffiFFT 
Ft FTTT 1 0— FT % Wtffa FKFIF % FF F THf 


[F 0 78/2/70 tfto fTt Tto] 

Neu) Delhi, the 17th. July 1971 

S.O, 2882. — Whereas the Central Government is of opinion that an Industrial 
dispute exists between the employers in relation to the management of Messrs, 
M. Sheriff and Sons, Madras and their workmen in respect of the matters speci- 
fied in the Schedule hereto annexed; 

And, whreaes, the Central Government considers it desirable to refer the 
said dispute for adjudication; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (2) of 
section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Govern- 
ment hereby constitutes an Industrial Tribunal of which Shri K. Seetharama 
Hao shall be the Presiding Officer with headquarters at Madras and refers the 
.said dispute for adjudication to the said Industrial Tribunal. 

Schedule 

“Whether the termination of the services of Shri Hussainy Basha, Shipping 
Clerk, of Messrs. M. Sheriff and Sons, 34, Second Line Beach, 
Madras-1, with effect from the 2nd January, 1971, was justified? If 
not, to what relief is he entitled?” 

[No. L, 33011/5 /71-P&D.] 
AJIT CHANDRA, Under Secy. 


F f faeFft, 17 IjWrf, 1971 

TIL'flio 288 2. — FF: %FftF FTFTT TTF | fa ?Fff FIRS FI^Ft if fafafatF 
iFW % Fit F FF*f FfrT rrvy f^F, FSTF % FiTF IT FRT3 fFFTFFf Ufa FT% 

TufalTt % «ffa FVrfffT fFFTF fffFFR | I 
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sftr irt: farr* t"T ivhtIwpt % ^ Tra-fpr 

OTsnftt ; 

m: iw, srWtfh^ sifaftm, 1947 ( 1 947 *ft 1 4) «nrr t 0 spfY 

STTTT ( 2 ) TTTT SR'R FTTf-FTTf VT 5PT>T YTR |tt, RTYTy rT'^TTU Trif wf,TgftfTT*U 

'irfsppTW nfefr f^ra% 'ftenffa «ft %° tffaTTPTT tft fhr fvpm 

*nrm ^ptt sftT tw fans yt vw sfafifw pIwvt yt fop fasfgiR ’cvft 

I 1 

tffvv; ^ *f*t, 34 -t%^ ht?r afK trim- 1 % Ww 

TT# «ft TUTT tft T«mtff JR 2 T?TTt 197 1 B W->T TT %T1 ^JT'TTfHd «TT ? zffo ?T$Y 
eft ^ f«P¥T WfflT YT srfERTfft | ? 

[ffo tr^fo 33 01 1/5/ 7 l-'ffo 3T°] 

s fT ;3 flR Lc t r i , ST^TT I 


(Department of Labour and Employment) 

New Delhi, the 17 th July 1971 

S.O. 2883,— In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 
of 1947 L the Central Government hereby publishes the following award of Shri 
N. G. Shelat, Arbitrator, in the industrial dispute between the employers in 
relation to the management of Associated Cement Company Limited, Jamal 
Cement Works Lime Stone Quarries, District Durg (M.P.) and their workmen, 
which was received by the Central Government on the 13th July, 1971. 

BEFORE SHRI N. G. SHELAT, ARBITRATOR 
Arbitration Case No, 2 of 1971 
Re: Shri Ram Kumar Verma 


Parties : 

Mr. I. M. Nanavati and Mr. M. S. Kapur — The Associated Cement Cos. Ltd., 
Jamul Cement Works. 


And 

Mr. S. L. Gupta — Its Workmen as represented by Cement Labour Union . 

Jamul Cement Works, Distt. Durg, M.P, 

AWARD 

The facts leading to this reference broadly stated are that one Shri Ram Kumar 
Verma, bearing Token No. 23, was working as Heavy Equipment Operator at the 
Jamul Cement Works’ Lime Stone Quarries, P.O. Jamul Cement Works, District 
Durg, in the State of Madhya Pradesh. His hours of duty in the first shift on 1st 
May 1967 were from 6 A.M, to 2 P.M, He was working on Dumper No. 8. Findinj 
the dumper idle and Shri Verma not being at the place from 9 A.M. to 10-30 A.M. 
on 1st May 1967, the Supervisor Shri Bhandari asked him about the reasons for 
his absence on his duty without obtaining any permission. To that on his be in" 
reprimanded by his Supervisor, Shri Verma was said to have abused and assaulter 
Shri Bhandari by catching hold of the collar of his shirt. While on the one hand 
the Supervisor. Shri Bhandari. made an oral complaint about the misconduct of 
Shri Verma to the Quarry Manager, Shri Shcnoy, Ex. 39, Shri Verma gave ar 
application on the same day to the Quarry Manager complaining about Shri 
Bhandari having abused and then caught hold of his collar and threatened to 
beat him. After making some oral inquiries on the next day, a charge-sheet. 
Ex, 25, against Shri Verma was issued under the signature of Shri C, V. Shenoy, 
Quarry Manager, wherein he was alleged to have abused and assaulted his 
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Supervisor Shri Bhandari on 1st May 1967 and that way committed breach of 
Standing Order 18(2) (e) under which he may be suspended, dismissed or fined if 
the charges were proved. The charge-sheet then recites the said standing order 
and then he has been requested to submit his explanation so as to reach the office 
by 4 P.M. on 6th May 1967, It further stated that if the explanation so received 
was not found satisfactory, an inquiry will be held and the date, time and place 
thereof would be communicated to him in due course after considering his expla- 
nation. He was at the same time suspended for four days with effect from 3rd 
May 1967 pending the inquiry. Shri Verma submitted his written explanation as 
per Ex. 24 on 5th May 1967, wherein he denied to have either abused or assaulted 
the Supervisor Shri Bhandari; and on the other hand alleged that it was Supervisor 
Shri Bhandari who had given him abuses and assaulted him by catching hold of 
his collar on the mcrnmg of 1st May 1967 and In lespect of which he had given 
a letter of complaint against him, He also stated that the charge-sheet given to 
him was with a view to harass and hide the guilt of Shri Bhandari. On 8th May, 
1967 he was informed that the explanation given by him in respect of the charge- 
sheet given to him was not satisfactory and that an inquiry into the charge 
levelled against him will be held on 17th May 1967. He was required to be pre- 
sent at the inquiry along with the witnesses, if any. It was also stated therein 
that if he wished to call any of the workmen as witnesses, a list of such wit- 
nesses may be submitted so as to enable them to be released from work. In 
para 5 thereof. Ex. 23, it was further stated that he will be permitted to examine 
his witnesses and to cross-examine the Company’s witnesses at the inquiry. 

Shri B. M. Naik, Ex. 37, who was then working as an Assistant Manager at 
the Jamul Cement Works (Associated Cement Companies Ltd.) (hereinafter 
referred to as the Company) was appointed as the Inquiry Officer. In that inquiry, 
several witnesses such as. M/s. Bhandari, Foreman, Dulichand, Watchman, 
Shivcha/an, Motor-Lorry Driver, Gopi, Fitter, Abdul, Assistant Fitter and K. M. 
L. Sinha, Assistant Quarry Manager, were examined in support of the charge 
levelled against Shri Verma 'by the Company. They were cross-examined by Shri 
S. L. Gupta, Joint Secretary. Cement Labour Union, who was allowed to represent 
Shri Verma at his request. On behalf of Shri Verma ten workmen such as M/s. 
Jaguram, Shamlal, Desa-n, Inder Sing, Faruram, Kanaiya, Lakhanlal, Kali Charan 
Lakhanaingram and N, Vallabhram were examined in defence. Statement of 
Shri Verma was also recorded at the inquiry. The inquiry was commenced on 
18th May 1967 and after completing the same, Shri Naik submitted his findings on 
25th' May 1967 to the Manager of the Company, whereby he found Shri Verma 
guilty of the charges set out in the charge-sheet issued against him. Thereafter 
Shri P. V. Mahetras, the Manager. Jamul Cement Works and the Agent, Jamul 
Cement Works’ Lime Stone Quarries, after going through the record of the 
inquiry proceedings and the findings of the Inquiry Officer, found Shri Verma 

f uilty of the charges and decided to dismiss him from the service of the Company. 

hat Order is at Ex. 14 at page 18 of the file containing papers relating to inquiry 
proceedings. By consent of parties as per Ex, 8 various papers including the 
Inquiry proceedings have been exhibited at Ex. 19 to Ex. 27 in these proceedings. 

That led the Company to file an Application for permission under sub-sec, 
(3) (b) of S. 33 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, in the matter of Reference 
No. 2 (NT) of 1966, wherein the Mananger, Jamul Cement Works prayed for 
the grant of permission to the order of dismissal of Shri Verma from the service 
of the Company. That application is at Ex. 13 and it is dated 25th July, 
1967. It was made to the National Industrial Tribunal at Bombay. That appli- 
cation came to be heard by the National Industrial Tribunal, Dhanbad, and it 
bore No. 21 of 1968. It was opposed by Shri Verma. 

In that proceeding Shri S. L. Gupta, Secretary of the Union, appeared, on 
behalf of Shri Verma and he raised two objections to the maintainability of 
the application, The first objection raised by him was that the charge-sheet 
was not properly issued in the sense that the Quarry Manager was not autho- 
rised to issue the same under the Standing Orders and that therefore, all the 
proceedings flowing therefrom should be treated as void anrl ineffective. Another 
objection raised by him was that the Company has completely ignored the 
complaint made by Shri Verma against Shri Bhandari, the Supervisor, about 
his having abused and assaulted him and that since no inquiry has been held 
in respect thereof, in view of the provisions of the Standing Orders of the 
Company, he cannot be held liable for any misconduct alleged against him The 
learned Presiding Officer found that the charge-sheet was properly issued and 
even if it was not signed under a proper authorisation, in absence of any pre- 
judice shown, the inquiry proceedings cannot be held ineffective or void, As 
to the second abjection, he found that Cl, 19(4) of the Standing Orders gave 
a very valuable right to a workman by saying that there will be an immediate 
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inquiry on a complaint of a member of the staff against the Supervisory Stafl 
and the inquiry will be made by the Manager himself; and in his view since 
that was not done, the inquiry held against the workman was vitiated. In the 
result, therefore, he refused to grant permission to the Company for dismissal 
of Shri Verma and directed the Company to reinstate him in service and that 
he shall be paid all his back wages with continuity of service. 

Feeling dissatisfied with that Order, Ex. 12, the Company filed petition 
for Special Leave to appeal, being No. 842 of 1969, to the Supreme Court of 
India. That application was admitted and an ad interim ex parte stay of the 
order passed by the Tribunal was issued. During the pendency of that appeal, 
the Company on one hand and its workman, represented by the Cement Labour 
Union (hereinafter referred to as the Union), on the other, entered into a settle 
ment, dated 13th March, 1970, as per Ex. 11 ; and in pursuance thereof the parties 
made a joint application to the Supreme Court of India praying for the disposal oi 
the said aDpeal in terms of the settlement arrived at between them. 
An order recording the compromise was passed by the Court on 18th 
August, 1970 and a decree in terms thereof was directed to be issued 
by the Supreme Court. By that settlement and decree passed in pur 
suance thereof on 18th August, 1970, the order of the National 
Tribunal was set aside and the parties agreed to refer their dispute to the Arbi- 
tration of Shri F. Jeejeebhoy. Since he was unable to accept the said arbitra- 
tion on the ground of ill-health, as agreed to by the parties, after obtainim 
my consent, it has been referred to me. 3 

Thereafter the parties had sent the Arbitration Agreement under S. 10A or 
the Industrial Disputes Act to thei Central Government for pulbliqation. It 
provided that while the Union was to make a token payment of Re, 1/- against 
the arbitration fees, the Company had agreed to pay the balance of the feet 
to the Arbitrator and other incidental expenses. The award was to be made' 
within a period six months from the date of publication in the Official Gazette, 
or within such further time as is extended by mutual agreement between the 

P arties in writing. In view of the mutual agreement of the parties, as pex 
x. 35, dated 6 th May, 1971, the time for giving the award was extended uptc 
6 th October. 1971. A copy thereof and the order passed toy me below Ex. 35 
was sent to the Secretary to the Government of India, Ministry of Labour anc. 
Rehabilitation, New Delhi; and to other authorities as stated therein. The Noti- 
fication, Ex. 2, dated 28th December, 1970 was accordingly published on 9ti 
January, 1971, by the Government of India. Ministry of Labour and Rehabilita- 
tion. in the Gazette of India, The specific matter in dispute referred to by the 
parties for arbitration to me is as to — "whether the dismisal of Shri Ram Kumar 
Verma, Heavy Equipment Operator, from the Company’s service with effect 
from 25t.h July, 1967 is legal and justified? If no, to what relief the workman I, 
entitled to ?” All the proceedings in the matter took place as agreed to by 
the parties at Cement House, Bombay. 

A statement of claims was accordingly preferred by the Cement Labour Union 
P.O. Jamul Cement Works, District Durg, on behalf of Shri Ram Kumar Verma, 
as per Ex. 6 , wherein it has been prayed that the action of the Company in 
dismissing Shri Verma from 25th July 1967 was unjustified and illegal, anc. 
that the Company, the opposite party, should reinstate him in his former parent 
post with continuity of service with all concomitant benefits. It was further 
alleged that It was not Shri Verma who had abused or assaulted Foreman Bhan- 
dari but that on the contrary it was Shri Bhandari, who finding the dumper idle 
asked for explanation and while he tried to explain him the reason about it, 
he got annoyed and Shri Bhandari had abused him after having caught hold 
of his collar and given threats to beat. He has then alleged that a complainl 
about it was given to the Quarry Manager on that very day and instead ot 
making any inquiry in that regard, which the Manager was bound to do, he was 
stopped from working on his job and a false charge-sheet was issued against 
him, Besides according to him, the charge-sheet was not Issued by the person 
duly authorised in that behlf by the Manager of the Company and that the 
inquiry held in pursuance thereof was illegal and void, The action sought tr 
toe taken against him was thus illegal, arbitrary and liable to be set aside. 

To that a statement In reply was filed by the Company at Ex. 9 in the case- 
papers. The Company after narrating the facts giving the details of the incident 
that took place and the inquiry held in respect of the charge-sheet issued against 
Shri Verma has stated that the charge-sheet was properly Issued and that the 
inquiry held in pursuance thereof was perfectly fair and in no way improper. 
The action taken by the Company after a full and fair inquiry, in which hi; 
misconduct was established, the order of dismissal was perfectly proper. The 
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Company has also stated that the grievance made by Shri Verma was also con- 
sidered by the Inquiry Officer, since it was in respect of the same incident for 
which he had been given a charge-sheet and that there would be no violation of 
any clauses such as 18 and 19 of the Standing Orders so as to render the inquiry 
proceedings in any way invalid requiring any interference by the Arbitrator. 
Shri Verma had led enough evidence in respect of his allegations against Shri 
Bhandarl and when that part of the incident was found to be not acceptable 
to the Inquiry Officer and finding that the evidence led on behalf of Shri Bhan- 
dari about Shri Verma having abused and assaulted him being accept- 
able, he found Shri Verma guilty of misconduct and rightly held him 

liable for the punishment under Standing Orders. The dismissal of 

Shri Verma was thus legal and fully justified and he cannot, therefore, (be 

reinstated in service or given any other relief whatsoever. 

After going through the pleadings of the parties and considering the issuesi 
suggested by the parties, as also after hearing them, the following issues were 
raised as per Ex. 30: — 

(1) Whether the Quarry Manager of the Jamul Cement Works Limestone 

Quarries was competent to issue the charge-sheet to Shri Ram Kumar 
Verma? 

(2) If issue No. (1) is found in the negative whether the inquiry held in 

respect to the matter in the charge-sheet is illegal and void? 

(3) Whether the inquiry and the findings recorded by the Enquiry Officer 

suffers from any infirmity justifying any interference? If any inter- 
ference is found justifiable, whether the dismissal from service of 
Shri Ram Kumar Verma with effect from 25th July 1967 was justi- 
fied and proper? 

(4) Whether a complaint made by the workman against the supervisor in 

respect of the same incident for which he was charge-sheeted was 
essential and necessary to be separately enquired into? If so, what 
is the effect thereof? 

(5) Whether the complaint of the workman, as also of the supervisor 

against the workman were enquired together by the Enquiry Officer? 

( 6 ) Whether the dismissal of Shri Verma from service was legal and justi- 

fied? If not, to what relief, if any, the workman is entitled? 

My findings are:— 

(1) Yes. 

( 2 ) Does not survive. If necessary, No. 

(3) No; second part does not survive; if necessary, Yes. 

(4) No; second part does not survive; if necessary, does not affect the 

inquiry and decision therein under Cl. 18 of the Standing Orders. 

(5) Yes. 

( 6 ) Yes. The workman, Shri Verma. is not entitled to any relief claimed 

by the Union for him. 

Reasons 

Before I go to the two points raised by Mr, Gupta for the Union, saying that 
the inquiry and the decision therein are vitiated for breach of the Standing Orders 
touching the same, it is essential first to find out whether the inquiry held by 
Mr, Naik was fair and in consonance with the rules of natural justice, as, if it is 
once so shown, the decision cannot be disturbed unless it is perverse, or based 
on no evidence, or is brought about ignoring the rules of natural justice. The 
defects or breach of any Standing Orders said to have been committed by the 
Company, can then be considered, 

The incident took place on the morning of 1st May 1967, at the Quarry while 
Shri Verma was supposed to be on duty. Shri Shenoy, the Quarry Manager, 
received an oral complaint from the Foreman-Supervisor Shri Bhandari about 
his being abused and assaulted by catching hold of his collar by Shri Verma, when 
he was asked as to why he had left the place of his work, without obtaining 
his permission. He also received a complaint in writing, Ex. 27, on the same 
day, from Shri Verma, wherein he alleged that Shri Bhandari abused and 
assaulted him by catching hold of his collar. Making preliminary investigation, 
Shri Shenoy thought that Shri Verma was at fault and therefore he gave charge- 
sheet letter Ex. 25 on 2nd May 1967 to him calling upon him to offer nis explana- 
tion. The charge against him has been clearly set out in details in the first pava 
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about his having been absent without permission at his work-post in the morning 
hours of his duty on 1st May, 1967 and when told by Shri Bhandari about it, he 
was said to have abused and assaulted him and thereby committed breach of 
Standing Order 18 (2e) for which he can be suspended, dismissed or fined if the 
charge is proved. That part of the Standing Order is then set out and he was 
asked to submit his written explanation on or before 6th May 1967. It is also 
stated that if it were not found satisfactory, inquiry against him would be held. 
Shri Verma denied to have done anything to Shri Bhandari and on the contrary 
he said that he was abused and assaulted by him and a false report is made against 
him to hide his misconduct. Vide Ex. 24. Thus the charge was clearly made 
known to him and since his explanation was not satisfactory, an inquiry was 
directed to he held. Intimation thereof as per Ex. 23. dated 8th May 1967, was 
giveq to him. He was asked to examine his witnesses and if he required any 
workmen to be examined, a list thereof should be given to enable them to release 
them from work. It waa also stated that he would be permitted to cross-examine 
Company’s witnesses. The inquiry was then commenced on 18th May 1967 by 
Mr. Naik, Ex. 37, the Assistant Manager ol the Company. In that inainry as 
requested by Shri Verma, Mr. Gupta, the General Secretary of the Cement Labour 
Union, was allowed to appear on his behalf. As many as six witnesses from the 
Company were examined and they were cross-examined by Mr. Gupta. Shri 
Verma also examined about ten witnesses In support of his case. His own state- 
ment was also recorded. The papers were allowed to be produced. The inquiry 
was thus proper and it was after hearing them fully that Shri Naik found the 
charge of misconduct alleged against Shri Verma as established. His findings are 
at Ex. 15, dated 26th May 1967. He disbelieved the evidence of witnesses 
examined by Shri Verma and accepted that of the witnesses supporting the case 
of Shri Bhandari. After going through the proceedings and findings of the inquiry 
officer, the Manager of the Company held that the misconduct on the part of Shri 
Verma was proved beyond reasonable doubt, and finding that the misconduct was 
of grave nature — inasmuch as he attempted to assault his immediate superior 
officer — the Supervisor, he passed an order that he should be dismissed from the 
Company's services. Nothing is pointed out by Mr. Gupta which could reason- 
ably show that the inquiry was not held properly or that the findings and the 
order passed in the inquiry in any way was perverse or based on no evidence in 
the case so as to entitled me to set at naught the same. To say that apprecia- 
tion of evidence is not proper can hardly help Mr. Gupta in saying that the 
decision in the inquiry can be interfered with. 

Apart from that position I have gone through the proceedings carefully and I 
do not find anything to justify me to say that the inquiry was in any way so 
improper or appreciation of evidence was so bad as to call the findings based 
thereon as in any way perverse. The findings do show the reasons for so holding 
against Shri Verma, So does the order passed by the Manager in that regard. One 
cannot expect more in such domestic Inquiries and I am quite satisfied that he 
was rightly found to be guilty of misconduct, viz., of disorderly behaviour while 
on duty on the morning of 1st August, 1967 under C1.18(2e) and thus be liable to 
be punished under C1.18(2) of Standing Order, Ex. 9 In the case, No Interference 
on merits based on facts is, therefore, possible. 

Even before me, some evidence was led by Mr, Gupta for the Union and that 
way for Shri Verma. While Shri Verma could not be examined, as he did not 
turn up though some time for him was taken, the only evidence in that regard 
consists of witness Vallabhrao, Ex. 32. He was examined before the Inquiry Officer 
on behalf of Shri Verma. He did not say then that he had seen Shri Bhandari 
catching hold of the collar of Shri Verma and yet he has come forward to Bay 
about Bhandari having so assaulted Shri Verma. While he tried to say in his 
examination-in chief that he separated them, he had to admit later in his cross- 
examination that he had not intervened to separate them and that some others 
had Intervened. He admits to have made no Inquiries as to how and for what 
reason Shri Bhandari assaulted Shri Verma that morning. No one else told him, 
and though he was a member of the Working Committee of the Labour Union of 
which Shri Verma was the Vice-President then, he made no complaint about it to 
the Union Authorities or to the Manager of the Company regarding threats etc. 
said to have been given to Shri Verma. He tried to assert having stated all that 
before the Inquiry Officer even though it was read out to him and was not so 
stated. Thus apart from his being so closely associated with Shri Verma, he was 
obviously not a person who intervened in that incident. His conduct belles film 
as a witness having seen the Incident that morning. It Is clear that he was out 
to support his colleague In the Labour Union at all costs. I have no hesitation 
tn discarding his evidence as highly unreliable in the circumstances of the case 
As I said above, Shri Verma had kept back himself and has not come forward 
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even to point out any irregularity or ans - other defects in the inquiry held by 
Shrl Nalk. Shrl Naik has been examined for the Company at Ex. 37 to say that 
the inquiry held by him was quite fair and all facilities and full opportunity were 
given to Shri Verma as asked for by him in presenting his case, as also meeting 
the charge levelled against him. Nothing is suggested— muchless shown — that ihe 
inquiry suffered from any such infirmity requiring me to interfere with his findings 
at Ex. 16 in the matter. 

Mr, Gupta’s contention was that Mr. Shenoy the Quarry Manager, Ex. 39, was 
not an officer authorised to issue any such charge-sheet, Ex. 25, against Shri Verma 
as required under S.O. 18 (43 (a ) of the Standing Orders, Ex. 9, in the case, which 
provides that: “the Manager or other officer authorised by him in this behalf shall 
give to the workman a charge-sheet, setting forth misconduct charged and the 
evidence appearing against him and requiring his explanation’’. The term 

“Manager” has been defined in cl. (2) as “Company’s Manager or any Officer 

so authorised.” According to Mr. Gupta, as Mr. Shenoy was not so authorised, 
the charge-sheet, Ex. 26, against Shrl Verma was bad in law and, therefore, the 
inquiry following the same was also bad inasmuch as it violates the Standing 
Orders governing the parties. Mr. Shenoy, Ex. 39, has stated that he was the 
Quarry Manager during the period from 1962 to May 1968 and as such he was 
a member of the managerial stall' at Jamul Cement Works. Shri Verma was work- 
ing under him and as a Quarry Manager he has the authority to issue the charge- 
sheet against any workman under him. He has however sought support from a 
Circular Notice, Ex. 17, dt. 1st January, 1967 issued by Mr, P, V. Mahelrafr, 
Manager of the Jamul Cement Works. Mr, Nanavati also claimed support from 
Cl. (c) of Ex. 41, dl. 14th August, 19(]5 issued by the Manager of the Company. 

Now so far as Circular Ex. 17 is concerned, it was urged that the authority to 
“sign notices on behalf of the Manager” to the managerial staff employed in the 
works included issuing of — “notices to show cause” as also of 'charge-sheets’ for 
any misconduct reported to him against the workman. The authority given there 
Is ‘ to sign notices, correspondence or applications on behalf of the undersigned”. 
In my opinion, this does not contemplate issuing of charge-sheets contemplated 
in Cl. 18(4) (a) of the Standing Orders. It contemplates something more than any 
notices and if the “charge-sheets” were intended to be so authorised, it could 
have so stated therein. The Standing Orders specifically refer to a charge-sheet as 
an essential necessity of being issued before any explanation is called for and an 
inquiry held for any such misconduct. This Circular does not cover any such 
thing and it cannot impliedly mean to cover any issuing of charge-sheets against 
the workman under Cl. 18 (4) (a) of the Standing Orders, Ex. 9 in the case. 

But Cl. (c) of the other Circular, Ex. 41, dt. 13th August, 1965 does cover such 
an authority to the members of the managerial staff. That was issued by Mr. 
Yajnik, the then Manager of the Jamul Cement Works. He is now no longer in 
the service of the Company. This Circular lays down no doubt the procedure to 
be adopted by the Head of the Department as urged by Mr. Gupta. But if we 
read it as a whole the first part in clauses(a) and (b) thereof refers to issuing 

of “show cause notice” against any employee if he is alleged to be guilty of mis- 

conduct and then if his explanation is satisfactory, notice can be discharged or 
rather charges are to be dropped. Then comes Cl. (c), which runs thus: — 

“If the explanation is found to be unsatisfactory, a charge-sheet can be 
issued to such employee.” 

This clause obviously gives the authority to the Head of the Department to issue 
a charge-sheet in the event of the employee’s explanation found to be unsatisfactory 
It does not say or even suggest that it shall be done by the Manager himself as 
attempted to be urged by Mr. Gupta. If read in the context of the first two 

clauses, it is plain that the authority Is given to the head of the department. The 

clause E relates to the constitution of a Court of Inquiry and the member would 
be nominated by the manager himself. In the present case, Mr, Shenoy was the 
Head of the Deportment working on the managerial staff as Quarry Manager and 
as such on finding that misconduct against his employee Shri Verma was alleged 
he after making inquiry had an authority to issue the charge-sheet as done in the 
case. It is true, as urged by Mr. Gupta that it was not so renewed by the sub- 
sequent manager but it is not the individual that matters. Once the Manager of 
the Company had issued any such authority ft continues till such time that it was 
rescinded or revoked by any Circular or letter by the subsequent officer. Nor does 
Circular, Ex, 17, take away any such authority already held by the Head of the 
Department, Such authority In the Head of the Department would ordinarily be 
there— lest the working of a factory or the quarry would become difficult ' Mr 
Shenoy had thus an authority to issue the charge-sheet against Shri Verma 
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Even If for a moment It Is said that the authority was not there while issuing 
of a charge-sheet is necessary, it is not ot much significance as to who ot the 
officers, the Manager or the Head of the Department under whom he works, issues 
it. All that is necessary Is that the charge-sheet setting out the alleged misconduct 
must be given to the employee and his explanation has to be obtained. That was 
done and no prejudice is at all caused to the employee by reason ot the fact that 
it was signed by the head of the department and not by the Manager or any officer 
authorised in that behall so as to urge that the inquiry though fairly and properly 
done is vitiated. In any view of the matter, the point raised by Mr, Gupta fails. 

An attempt was then made to show that Mr. Naik is not shown to have been 
authorised to hold the inquiry by the Manager of the Company. Now this point 
was at no stage raised by the Union, either when the inquiry was held or before 
the Tribunal. Not only that but it is not raised in statement of claims given by the 
Union, if it were raised the Company could have led evidence in that regard. 
Mr. Naik has, however, been examined at Ex. 37 before me and he has plainly 
stated that he was asked by the Manager of Jamul Cement Works to act as an 
Inquiry Officer for holding an inquiry against Shri Verma for his alleged mis- 
conduct after the charge-sheet was given to him. Such a direction need not be 
necessarily in writing. It Is not so said in the Standing Orders as well. He was 
the Assistant Manager during that period, and had occasionally acted as an acting 
manager of the Company, lie would not hold the inquiry of his own unless asked 
by his superior officer, the Manager of the Company. This point cannot be allowed 
to be raised. Even if considered, I am satisiled that he had the authority to hold 
the inquiry, The inquiry proceedings are thus not vitiated and they hold good in 
the case. My findings on issues Nos. 1 to 3 are recorded accordingly. 

That takes me to the second illegality pointed out by Mr. Gupta for the Union 
so as to vitiate the inquiry proceedings. According to him, the complaint, IJx. 27, 
given by Shri Verma against the Supervisor Shri Bhandari to the Quarry Manager 
on that very day viz., on 1st May, 1967 was not inquired Into though required to 
be done under Cl. 19(4) of the S.O., Ex. 9, in the case. That referred to Shri 
Bhandari having abused and assaulted him by catching hold of his collar that 
morning. That was said to be a breach of Cl, 19(4) and not having so done, has 
affected the Inquiry. He urged that if that was done by the Manager or any 
officer on his behalf immediately, he may have been satisfied about the truthfulness 
of his grievance against the Supervisor and in that event,, no such charge-sheet 
leading to any inquiry against him would have followed. This argument was 
advanced by Mr. Gupta before the Tribunal and it appealed to the learned Presiding 
Officer so much so that he found that on that account no value can be attached 
to an inquiry made by Shri Naik against him, vide Ex. 9. That order is set aside 
by the Supreme Court in appeal as per the consent terms of the paiUes and the 
whole question came to be referred to the Arbitrator under S. 10A of the Act, 
as already stated above. The correctness or otherwise of that contention before 
me has, therefore, to be considered. 

Mr. Nanavati for the Company contended that Cl. 19 of the Standing Orders, 
Ex. 9, would apply to a case if not covered by Cl. 18, and both the clauses have 
to be read in consonance with each other, He further argued that it is not as If 
Clause 19 super imposed over Cl, 18 so that when from one and the same incident 
the workman alleges that he has been abused and assaulted by the Supervisor 
and the Supervisor alleges that he has been abused and assaulted by the very 
workman, the Company should hold separate inquiries. The allegations of both of 
them if Inquired into at the same inquiry and after holding a fair inquiry the 
workman is found guilty, the intention behind clauses 18 and 19 of the Standing 
Order, Ex. 9, must be taken to have been satisfied. In any event, absence of any 
separate inquiry cannot affect the decision in the inquiry held by Mr. Naik in the 
circumstances of the case. 

Now, clause 18 of the Standing Orders relates to disciplinary action for mis- 
conduct of any workman. The major acts of misconduct are referred to in sub- 
clauses (a) to (k). In clause (2) of 18 and clause (4) refers to the Inquiry to 
be made in that respect. The case against Shri Verma falls in his “disorderly- 
behaviour during working hours of the Undertaking” contemplated in sub-cl. (2) 
■of 18 and on his being found guilty can be punished by dismissal from service. 
The inquiry was complete and quite fair with all facilities and opportunities given 
to Shri Verma for meeting the charges levelled against him, 

Then comes cl. 19 which relates to redress of grievances of a workman, Sub-cl 
4(a) runs thus: — 

"Grievances of employees relating to — 

(a) assault or abuse by any person holding supervisory position or; 
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(b) 

(c) 

shall be inquired into immediately by the Manager and shall take 
appropriate disciplinary action against such officers If found res- 
ponsible for that. The complainant will be supplied with a copy 
of the order or of the action taken by the Manager in this behalf.” 

Then comes clause 20 which gives a right of appeal to the workman against any 
order passed against him by making his representation to the owner or any person 
having ultimate control over the management of the undertaking. 

Now, reading these clauses together or separately, it appears clear that Cl. 19 
does not super impose any Inquiry if done under clause 18 In the sense that if the 
inquiry regarding the complaint made by a workman Is not independently inquired 
into, the inquiry under Cl. 19 would he bad and that it would become Ineffective 
if otherwise it was proper. It does not mpke an inquiry as a condition precedent 
before issuing charge-sheet against the workman on an alleged misconduct on 
his part against his supervisor. If, therefore, even if it were assumed for the 
time being as urged by Shrl Gupta for the Union that no inquiry was at all held 
with regard to Shrl Verma’s complaint. Ex. 27, and that Cl. 19(4) (c) was violated, 
In my view, it cannot affect the decision in the inquiry held under Cl, 18 against 
the workman properly held. It may well be that both may be guilty of miscon- 
duct. In that event, the workman cannot escape his liability if the charge is 
established against him in any inquiry held under Ql. 18 of the Standing Orders. 
At the same time, if complaint of the workman is inquired and the Supervisor was 
found guilty, he could have been dealt with after holding an inquiry under Cl. 19. 
That would arise if two separate inquiries were held — one under Cl. 18 and the 
other under Cl. 19, If no inquiry were held in respect of the workmen’s complaint 
It was open to him to appeal under Cl. 20 to the proper authorities of the Company. 
Not to hear the same was as good as rejecting the same, and at no stage he made 
any such grievance by way of appeal to the proper authorities under Cl. 20. On a 
Plain reading of all the three clauses 18, 19 and 20, it can reasonably be held that 
want o£ any inquiry under Cl. 19 against the Supervisor Shri Bhandari cannot 
all'ect the inquiry under Cl. 18 and since it was otherwise fair and proper the 
decision thereof governs. It carjnot be interfered with on any t>uch ground. 

Apart from that, it is essential to observe that the Standing Orders govern- 
ing any such parties have to be considered broadly — with a view to give a reason- 
able and fair interpretation and all that is essential is to find out whether a fair 
opportunity to meet the charges levelled against the workman is afforded — before 
any disciplinary action is taken against him and for redressing his grievance, if 
any, against the supervisory staff. Circumstances disclosed in the case before 
me clearly show that no separate Inquiries were at all called for, and even so nec- 
essary. The incident was one and indivisible. It took place at one and the same 
time and that again, between two persons— viz. Shrl Verma on the hand ..and the 
supervisor Shri Bhandari. The alleged misconduct of either side is also of a 
similar character viz., each one saying that the other abused him, and by catching 
hold of the collar atempted to assault him. It arose out of the supervisor inquir- 
ing from Shri Verma as to why the machine was kept idle — and as to why he left 
the place of duty without obtaining his permission for about one and a half hours 
viz. from 9 A.M. to 10-30 A.M. It is quite probable that Shri Verma. holding 
a high position of the Vice-President, of the Labour Union may have resented such 
an attitude from the Supervisor in rebuking or scolding him, that he must have lost 
his temper and given abuses and caught hold of collar of his shi^t that morning. On 
Shri Bhandari reporting to the Quarry Manager, Shri Verma gave a regular comp- 
laint against Shrl Bhandari so as to hide his guilt. Mr. Shenoy must have inquired 
as to what had really happened from other workers and finding that Shri Verma wast 
at fault, called upon his explanation. Since it was not satisfactory the charge-sheet 
against him was given showing the details of the misconduct alleged against him. 
The Inquiry Officer Shri Naik was then appointed and as I found above, a full and 
fair inquiry was held by him. Each side examined the witneses in support of his 
version. The Company’s witnesses were cross-examined by Mr. Gupta who was 
allowed to represent Shri Verma, and all the papers were also produced before the 
Inquiry officer. Shri Verma’s statement was recorded and he had described his 
version alleging misconduct on the part of Shri Bhandari. He examined ten wit- 
nesses in support of his case — which I said above, of denying allegations of Shri 
Bhandari against him, and asserting the version against Shri Bhandari. Thus Shrl 
Verma’s positive case contained in his complaint Ex. 27 was not only put by him but 
was sought to be established by leading evidence of his witnesses in that inquiry 
Mr. Naik went through the entire evidence produced by each side before him and 
accepted the version of misconduct alleged against Shri Verma, which he held 
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established beyond doubt — thereby obviously not finding the version of Shri Verma 
as true and acceptable. He has given reasons tor the findings recorded by him 
alter setting out what each witness examined on behalf of Shri Verma had stated 
in his evidence. 

It was urged by Mr. Gupta that there is nothing in the findings of the Inquiry 
Officer as also in the order passed by the Manager, that the complaint of Shri 
Verma was rejected as not established against Shri Bhandari, and that, therefore, 
the decision of the inquiry cannot be taken to be a decision in respect of Shri 
Verma’s complaint under Cl. 19(4) of the Standing Orders. It is true that no specific 
words are there to say that the complaint of Shri Verma is rejected. But If one 
reads Ex. 15, the report of the Inquiry officer Shri Naik, he has discussed the story 
of Ramkumar — and has observed clearly that. ... “I cannot rely on the truth of Mr. 
Ramkumar’s statement”. Then he says about the statement of the workman’s 
witnesses materially differing from each other and therefore it is difficult to rely 
on them.” He has further stated that — ‘‘one of the witnesses Shri Bhilai was on 
leave on the day of the Incident and some others have not seen the incident at all.” 
Then in next para he has said that — “in view of the foregoing, he comes to the 
.conclusion that the statement of Shri Bhandari corroborated by the statements of 
the Company’s witnesses, clearly proves the charge against Mr. Verma for having 
made an assault on Mr. Bhandari.” This clearly shows that the dealt 
with the case of each side and while accepting the one as established 
against Shri Verma, Shri Verma’s charge or grievance came to be 
rejected as not reliable against Shri Bhandari. The same can be said about the 
order passed by the Manager after going through the enquiry proceedings and 
the findings of the Enquiry Officer. Both of them thought that the misconduct on 
his part was of a grave nature — and that being in the nature of an assault by a 
workman while on duty on his own Supervisor, the punishment given to him 
cannot be said to be improper in any manner. In my opinion, the enquiry was 
thus made in respect of each other’s charges and while one against Shri Verma 
was established, by necessary implication, — and as the evidence of Shri Naik 
shows, Shri Verma’s complaint against Shri Bhandari was rejected. No preju- 
dice is shown to have been caused to Shri Verma on account of such an inquiry 
held together by one officer, Shri Naik. In my opinion, the provisions contained 
In Cls. 18 and 19 of the Standing Orders can well be said to have been complied 
with, and the order passed, therefore, cannot be set aside on any such ground 
urged before me. 

With all this, even the Inquiry was at large before me and Shri Verma had 
-chosen to lead evidence of witness Vallabhram, Ex. 32, I have discussed his evidence 
herenbove and I have no hesitation in rejecting it as highly unreliable in the cir- 
cumstances of the case. Shri Verma did not appear — though was to come for giving 
evidence. No reasons are disclosed as to why he did not step in as a witness 
before me. When the whole inquiry as to the alleged misconduct was open to be 
gone into and when no reliable evidence is forthcoming, even if any supposed 
technical breach of any Standing Order is found, it cannot affect the merits of the 
case, apart from the fact that the decision of the domestic inquiry holds good, 
it being in no way suffering from any such infirmity as to render its effect void, 
justifying an interference by me in the circumstances of the case, 

An attempt was made by Mr. Gupta to say that Shri Verma was victimised, as 
he happened to be the Vice President of the Union. There is no evidence to show 
that and in fact neither Mr. Shenoy, the Quarry Manager, nor Mr. Naik, has been 
asked about it. Shri Verma has not come to say that. The Inquiry proceedings 
do not reveal any such thing as well. No such incident can be connected for having 
Shri Verma punished and nothing had happened before to suggest any malice 
against him. If Mr. Shenoy suspended him for four days on account of his mis- 
conduct, he did it as he had authority to do under the Standing Orders. It cannot 
be called malicious act on his part. If he was not reinstated In service after the 
Tribunal’s order was passed, it was as the appeal was preferred to the Supreme 
Court against that order. On that account no malice can be inferred against 
the officers of the Company as suggested by Mr. Gupta for the Union. 

Mr. Gupta had referred to one decision reported in 1968 — 2 L.L.J, p. 571 
(Hindusfhan Brown Berry Ltd. v. Faridahad Workmen) to say that if the inquiry 
was in pursuance of a charge-sheet issued by an unauthorised person, it would 
be void. That decision does not lay down any such proposition and all that it 
decides Is that if the punishment is given by an unauthorised officer, it would 
be void. In the present case, that has been done by the Manager of the Company 
and he had the authority to do so. That has not been challenged at any time in 
this case. That case is not of any help to Mr. Gupta. 
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There Is no case for interference even with the punishment meted out to the- 
workman and the order of dismissal in the circumstances of the case is perfectly 

proper. Tne misconduct established against him is of a very grave nature. 

My findings are accordingly recorded. 

In the result, I hold that the dismissal of Shri Ram Kumar Verma, Heavy 
Equipment Operator, from the Company’s service from 25th July 1967, is legal 
and justified. He is not entitled to any relief against the Company. There shall 

be no order as to costs. 

In the end, let me express my thanks to the representatives of both the sides 
appearing before me for the cooperation given to me in the conduct of this case. 

Ahmedabad: N. G. Shelat, 

Dt. 6th July, 1971. Arbitrator. 

[No. 12(39) /70-LR-IV-l 

New Delhi, the 21 st July 1971 

8.0. 2884.— In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(14 of 1947), the Central Government hereby publishes the following award of 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunal (No. 2), Dhanbad, in the matter of 
applications under Section 33 A of the said Act, from the complainants in Drilling 
and Geology Department, National Coal Development Corporation Limited, 
Ranchi which was received by the Central Government on the 3rd July, 1971. 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (NO. 2) 

AT DHANBAD. 

Present; 

Shrl Nandagiri Venkata Rao, Presiding Officer. 

In the matter of complaints under Section 33A of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947. 

(Arising out of Reference No. 244 of 1967 referred to by the Ministry 

by Its order No. 1/22 /67-LRII, dated 19th July, 1967). 

1. Complaint No. 1 of 1970. 

Parties: 

A. K. R. C. Nair, Assistant Driller, Drilling and Geology Department, 
N.C.D.C. Ltd., Ranchi — Complainant. 

Vs. 

1. The employer in relation to the N.C.D.C. Ltd., having its registered 

office at Darbanga House, Ranchi through the Chairman. 

2. Managing Director, N.C.D.C. Ltd., Ranchi. 

3. The Chief Personnel Officer, N.C.D.C., Ltd., Darbanga House, Ranchi — 

Opp. Parties. 


2. Complaint No. 4 of 1970. 

M. K. Biswas, Sr. Rigman, Drilling and Geology Department, N.C.D.C, 
Ltd., Ranchi — Complainant. 

Vs. 

1, The employer In relation to the N.C.D.C. Ltd., having its registered 

office at Darbhanga House Ranchi through the Chairman. 

2, The Managing Director, N.C.D.C. Ltd., Ranchi. 

3, The Chief Personnel Officer, N.C.D.C. Ltd., Darbanga House, Ranchi — 

Opp. Parties. 


3. Complaint No. 5 of 1970. 

Ram Janam Singh, Sr. Rigman, Drilling and Geology Department, N.C.D.C. 
Ltd., Ranchi — Complainant. 

Vs. 

1. The employer in relation to the N.C.D.C. Ltd., having its registered 

office at Darbanga House, Ranchi through the Chairman. 

2. The Managing Director, N.C.D.C. Ltd., Ranchi. 

3. The Chief Personnel Officer, N.C.D.C. Ltd., Darbanga House, Ranchi— 

Opp, Parties. 
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4. Complaint No. 6 of 1970. 

Sri P. C. Bam, Assistant Driller, Drilling and Geology Department, 
N.C.D.C. Ltd., Ranchi — Complainant. 

Vs. 

1. The employer in relation to the N.C.D.C. Ltd., having its registered 

office at Darbanga House Ranchi through the Chairman. 

2. The Managing Director, N.C.D.C. Ltd., Ranchi. 

3. The Chief Personnel Officer, N.C.D.C. Ltd., Ranchi— Opp. Parties. 

5. Complaint No. 7 of 1970. 

Sri Surinder Mohan Kenth. Sr, Rigman, Drilling and Geology Depart- 
ment, N.C.D.C. Ltd., Ranchi— Complainant. 

Vs. 

1. The employer in relation to the N.C.D.C. Ltd., having its registered 

office at Darbanga House, Ranchi through the Chairman. 

2. The Managing Director, N.C.D.C. Ltd., Ranchi. 

8 , The Chief Personnel Officer. N.C.D.C, Ltd., Darbanga House, Ranchi— 
Opp. Parties. 

6. Complaint No -. 8 of 1970 

Sri J. R. N. Nair, Rigman, Drilling and Geology Department, NCDC Ltd : 
Ranchi — Complainant 


Vs. 

T. The employer in relation to the NCDC Ltd., having its registered office 
at Darbhanga House, Ranchi through the Chairman. 

2. The Managing Director, NCDC Ltd., Ranchi. 

3. The Chief Personnel Officer, NCDC Ltd,, Darbhanga House, Ranchi.—Opp. 

Parties. 

7. Complaint No. 9 of 1970 

Sri Umesh Chandra Jha, Rigman, Drilling and Geology Department, NCDC 
Ltd., Ranchi. — Complainant. 


Vs. 

1- The employer in relation to the NCDC Ltd., having its registered office 
at Darbhanga House, Ranchi through the Chairman. 

2, The Managing Director, NCDC Ltd., Ranchi. 

3. The Chief Personnel Officer, NCDC Ltd., Darbhanga House, Ranchi.—Opp. 

Parties- 


8. Complaint No. 10 of 197Q 

Sri K. I, Itty, Senior Rigman, Drilling and Geology Department, NCDC Ltd.; 
Ranchi .— Complainant 


Vs. 

1. The employer in relation to the NCDC Ltd., having its registered office 

at Darbhanga House, Ranchi through the Chairman. 

2. The Managing Director, NCDC Ltd., Ranchi, 

3. The Chief Personnel Officer, NCDC Ltd., Darbhanga House, Ranchi— Opp. 

Parties. 


9. Complaint I No. 11 of 1970 

Sri Baleswar Dixit, Rigman, Drilling and Geology Department, NCDC Ltd., 
Ranchi . — Complainant 

Vs. 

1. The employer in relation to the NCDC Ltd., having its registered cfflce 

at Darbhanga House, Ranchi through the Chairman. 

2. The Managing Director, NCDC Ltd,, Ranchi. 

3. The Chief Personnel Officer, NCDC Ltd,, Darbhanga House, Ramjhi— Opp, 

Parties- 
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10. Complaint No- 12 of 1970 

Sri M. Khan. Sr. Rigman, Drilling Geology Department, NCDC Ltd., Ranchi. 
— Complainant. 

Vs. 

1. The employer in relation to the NCDC Ltd., having its registered office 

at Darbhanga House, Ranchi through the Chairman. 

2. The Managing Director, NCDC Ltd., Ranchi. 

3. The Chief Personnel Officer, NCDC Ltd,, Darbhanga House, Ranchi. — Opp. 

Parties. 


11. Complaint No. 13 of 1970 

Sri K. M. Varghese, Driller, Drilling and Geology Department, NCDC Ltd., 
Ranchi — Complainant 


Vs. 

1. The employer in relation to the NCDC Ltd., having its registered office 

at Darbhanga House, Ranchi through the Chairman. 

2. The Managing Director, NCDC Ltd., Ranchi. 

3. The Chief Personnel Officer, NCDC Ltd., Darbhanga House, Ranchi. — Opp. 

Panties- 


12. Complaint No. 14 of 1970 

Sri G. N- Sengupta, Sr. Rigman, Drilling and Geology Department, NCDC 
Ltd., Ranchi. — Complainant. 


Vs. 

1. The employer In relation to the NCDC1 Ltd., having its registered office 

at Darbhanga House, Ranchi through the Chairman. 

2. The Managing Director, NCDC Ltd,, Ranchi. 

3. The Chief Personnel Officer, NCDC Ltd.. Darbhanga Bouse Ranchi— Opp. 

Pantie s- 


13. Complaint No. 15 of 1970 

Sri Manager Rai, Rigman, Drilling and Geology Department. N.C..C. Ltd., 
Ranchi — Complainant. 

Vs. 

1. The employer Ini relation to the NCDC Ltd., having its registered office 

at Darbhanga House, Ranchi through the Chairman. 

2. The Managing Director, NCDC Ltd., Ranchi. 

3. The Chief Personnel Officer, NCDC Ltd., Ranchi— Opp. Parties. 

14. Complaint No. 16 of 1970 

Sri R. D. Sharma, Assistant Driller, Drilling and Geology Department, 
NCDC Ltd., Ranchi— Complainant. 

Vs. 

1. The employer in relation io the NCDC Ltd. having its registered office at 

Darbhanga House, Ranchi through the Chairman. 

2. The Managing Director, NCDC Ltd.., Ranchi. 

3. The Chief Personnel Officer, NCDC Ltd., Ranchi — Opp. Parties. 

15. Complaint No. 17 of 1970 

Sri Sudin Kumar Biswas, Driller, Drilling and Geology Department, NCDC 
Ltd., Ranchi — Complainant. 

Vs. 

1. The employer in relation to the NCDC Ltd., having its registered office 

at Darbhanga House, Ranchi through the Chairman. 

2. The Managing Director, NCDC Ltd., Ranchi. 

3. The Chief Personnel Officer, NCDC Ltd., Ranchi — Opp. Parties. 
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16. Copnplaint No’. 18 of 1970 

Sri Ram Nath Ram, Sr. Rigman, Drilling and Geology Department, NCDC 
Ltd., Ranchi— Opp. Parties. 

Vs. 

1. The employer In relation to the NCDC Ltd., having Its registered office 

at Darbhanga House, Ranchi through the Chairman. 

2. The Managing Director, NCDC Ltd., Ranchi. 

3. The Chief Personnel Officer, NCDC Ltd,, Ranchi,— Opp. Parties, 

17. Complaint No. 19 of 1970 

Sri Upendra Pd. Singh, Rigman Drilling and Geology Department. NCDC 
Ltd,, Ranchi — Complainant. 

Vs. 

1. The employer in relation to the NCDC Ltd., having its registered office 

at Darbhanga House, Ranchi, through the Chairman. 

2. The Managing Director, NCDC Ltd., Ranch!. 

3. The Chief Personnel Officer, NCDC Ltd., Ranchi.— Opp. Parties. 

18. Complaint No. 20 of 1970 

Sri K. G. Bhaskaran, Driller, Drilling and Geology Department, NCDC Ltd.. 
Ranchi — Complainant. 

Vs. 

1. The employer in relation to the NCDC Ltd., having its registered office 

at Darbhanga House, Ranchi through the Chairman. 

2. The Managing Director, NCDC Ltd., Ranchi. 

3. The Chief Personnel Officer, NCDC Ltd., Ranchi — Opp. Parties. 

19. Complaint No. 21 of 1970 

Sri Rama Shankar Oiha, Rigman. Drilling and Geology Department, NCDC 
Ltd., Ranchi — Complainant. 

Vs. 

1. The employer in relation to the NCDC Ltd., having its registered office 

at Darbhanga House, Ranchi through the Chairman. 

2. The Managing Director, NCDC Ltd., Ranchi. 

3. The Chief Personnel Officer, NCDC Ltd., Ranchi. — Opp. Parties. 

20. Complaint No. 22 of 1970 

Sri P. Bhattachar.iee, Sr. Rigman, Drilling and Geology Department, NCDC 
Ltd., Ranchi — Complainant. 

Vs. 

1. The employer in relation to the NCDC Ltd., having its registered office 

at Darbhanga House, Ranchi through the Chairman. 

2. The Managing Director, NCDC Ltd., Ranchi. 

3. The Chief Personnel Officer, NCDC Ltd., Ranchi — Opp. Parties. 

21. Complaint No. 23 of 1970 

Sri R. L. Ram, Sr. Rigman, Drilling and Geology Department, NCDC Ltd., 
Ranchi — Complainant. 

Vs. 

1. The employer in relation to the NCDC Ltd., having its registered office 

at Darbhanga House, Ranchi thropgh the Chairman. 

2. The Managing Director, NCDC Ltd., Ranchi, 

3. The Chief Personnel Officer, NCDC Ltd., Ranchi— Opp. Parties. 
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22. Complaint No. 24 of 1970 

Sri Baidyanath Singh, Asstt. Driller, Drilling and Geology Department, 
NCDC, Ltd., Ranchi. — Complainant. 

Vs. 

1 . The employer in relation to the NCDC Ltd., having its registered office 

at Darbhanga House, Ranchi through the Chairman. 

2 . The Managing Director, NCDC Ltd., Ranchi. 

3. The Chief Personnel Officer, NCDC Ltd., Ranchi — Opp. Parties. 

23. Complaint No. 25 of 1970 

Sri Naro Bahadur Rana, Rigrnan, Drilling and Geology Department, NCDC 
Ltd., Ranchi — Complainant 

Vs. 

1. The employer In relation to the NCDC Ltd., having Its registered office at 

Darbhanga House, Ranchi through the Chairman. 

2. The Managing Director, NCDC Ltd., Ranchi. 

3. The Chief Personnel Officer, NCDC Ltd., Ranchi, — Opp. Parties. 

24. Complaint No. 26 of 1970 

Shri Biiola Prasad, Sr. Rigrnan, Drilling and Geology Department, NCDC 
Ltd., Ranchi.- — Complainant 


Vs. 

1. The employer In relation to the NCDC Ltd., having Its registered office at 

Darbhanga House, Ranchi through the Chairman. 

2. The Managing Director, NCDC Ltd., Ranchi. 

3. The Chief Personnel Officer, NCDC Ltd., Ranchi. — Opp. Parties. 

25. Complaint ! No. 27 of 1970 

Sri P. Tiwari, Rigrnan, Drilling and Geology Department, NCDC Ltd., 
Ranchi. — Complainant. 


Vs. 

1. The employer in relation to the NCDC Ltd., having its registered office at 

Darbhanga House, Ranchi through the Chairman, 

2. The Managing Director, NCDC Ltd., Ranchi. 

3. The Chief Personnel Officer, NCDC Ltd., Ranchi.- — Opp. Parties., 

26. Complaint No< 28 of 1870 ' ** 

Sri D. P. Dimn, Assistant Driller, Drilling and Geology Department, NCDC 
Ltd., Ranchi. — Complainant 


Vs. 

1. The employer In relation to the NCDC Ltd., having its registered office at 

Darbhanga House, Ranchi through the Chairman. 

2. The Managing Director, NCDC Ltd., Ranchi. 

3. The Chief Personnel Officer, NCDC Ltd., Ranchi— Opp, Parties., 

27. Complaint No. 29 of 1970 

Sri G. N. Siddiqul, Sr. Rigrnan, Drilling and Geology Department, NCDC Ltd., 
Ranchi, — Complainant. 


V. 

1. The employer In relation to the NCDC Ltd., having its registered office at 

Darbhanga House, Ranchi through the Chairman. 

2. The Managing Director, NCDC Ltd., Ranchi, 

3. The Chief Personnel Officer, NCDC Ltd., Ranchi.— Opp. Parties. 
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28. Complaint I No. 30 of 1970 

Sri S. H. Sidfliqui, Assistant Driller, Drilling and Geology Department, NCDC 
Ltd., Ranchi. — Complainant 

Vs. 

1. The employer Ip relation to the NCDC Ltd,, having Its registered office 

at Darbhanga House, Ranchi through the Chairman. 

2. The Managing Director, NCDC Ltd., Ranchi, 

3. The Chief Personnel Officer, NCDC Ltd., Ranchi. — Opp. Parties. 

29. Complaint No. 32 of 1970 

Shri A. S. Sainl, Asstt. Driller, Drilling and Geology Department, NCDC Ltd., 
Ranchi. — Complainant. 

Vs. 

1. The employer in relation to the NCDC Ltd., having its registered office at 

Darbhanga House, Ranchi through the Chairman. 

2. The Managing Director, NCDC Ltd., Ranchi. 

3. The Chief Personnel Officer, NCDC Ltd., Ranchi. — Opp. Parties. 

30. Complaint Not 33 of 1970 

Shrl S. M. A. Chand, Senior Rigman, Drilling and Geology Department, NCDC 
Ltd., R'anchi. — Complainant. 

Vs. 

1. The employer in relation to the NCDC Ltd., having Its registered office 

at Darbhanga House, Ranchi through the Chairman. 

2. The Managing Director, NCDC Ltd., Ranchi. 

3. The Chief Personnel Officer, NCDC Ltd,, Ranchi, — Opp. Parlies. 

31. Complaint No. 34 of 1970 

Sri M. J. Thomas, senior Rigman, Drilling and Geology Department, NCDC 
Ltd-, Ranchi. — Complainant. 

Vs. 

1. The employer in relation to the NCDC Ltd. having its registered office at 

Darbhanga House, Ranchi through the Chairman. 

2. The Managing Director, NCDC Ltd., Ranchi. 

3. The Chief Personnel Officer, NCDC Ltd.. Ranchi. — Opp. Parlies. 

32. Complaint No. 30 of 1970 

Sri S. R. Bhattacherjee, Rigman, Drilling and Geology Department, NCDC 
Ltd-, Ranchi. — Complainant. 

Vs. 

1. The employer in relation to the NCDC Ltd,, having its registered office at 
Darbhanga House, Ranchi through the Chairman. 

2- The Managing Director, NCDC Ltd., Ranchi, 

3. The Chief Personnel Officer, NCDC Ltd., Ranchi. — Opp. Parties. 

33. Complaint No I 38 of 1970 

Sri R. N. Singh, Assistant Driller, Drilling and Geology Department, NCDC 
Ltd-, Ranchi. — Complainant. 

Vs. 

1. The employer In relation to the NCDC Ltd., having its registered office at 

Darbhanga House, Ranchi through the Chairman, 

2. The Managing Director, NCDC Ltd., Ranchi, 

3. The Chief Personnel Officer, NCDC Ltd., Ranchi. — Opp. Parties. 
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34. Complaint No. 39 of 1970 

.Sri G. R Parohit, Asstt. Driller, Drilling and Geology Department, NCDC 
Ltd., Ranchi. — Complainant. 

Vs. 

1. The employer in relation to the NCDC Ltd., having its registered office at 

Darbhanga House, Ranchi through the Chairman. 

2. The Managing Director, NCDC Ltd,, Ranchi. 

3. The Chief Personnel Officer, NCDC Ltd., Ranchi, — Opp. Parlies. 

35. Complaint No. 42 of 1970 

Sri M, J. Thomas, senior Rigman, Drilling and Geology Department, NCDC 
Ltd., Ranchi- — Complainant. 

Vs. 

1. The employer In relation to the NCDC Ltd., having its registered office at 

Darbhanga House, Ranchi through the Chairman. 

2. The Managing Director, NCDC Ltd., Ranchi. 

3. The Chief Personnel Officer, NCDC Ltd., Ranchi. — Opp. Parties. 
Appearances : 

On behalf of the complainants : — Shri Raney Roy, Advocate, 

On. behalf of the Opp. Parties : —Shri R. S. Murty, Addl. Chief Personnel Officer. 
State : Bihar. Industry : Coal. 

Dhanbad, 30th June, 1971 /9lh Asadha, 1893 Saka. 

AWARD 

The Central Government, by its order No. 1/22/67-LRII, dated 19th July. 1907 
referred to this Tribunal the dispute existing between the employers in relation 
to the head office of the National Coal Development Corporation limited at Ranchi 
and their workmen and the Reference was numbered on the file of this Tribunal 
as Reference No. 244 of 1967 on 24th July, 1987. While the Reference was pending 
before this Tribunal for receiving documents ot parties, the 25 complaints are 
filed during the period from 15th January, 1970, to 6 th June, 1970, under Section 
33 A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, alleging on the part of the opposite 
parties contravention of the provisions of section 33 of the Act, in issuing the 
order PD/Absorption/Drilling/stafi'/fiy, dated 30th December, 1969, transferring 
the complaints to different units. All the 35 complainants are employees in the 
Drilling and Geology Division of the opposite party No. 1. All the complaint 
petitions are Identical and they are cyelostyled, except for the figures of pay, pay- 
scale of the complninants and the name of the unit to which they were transferred. 
The joint, written statements filed by the opposite parties also are Identical, except 
that para 1 (a), which relates to drillers, is retained in the written statements 
relating to complaint Nos. 13, 17 and 20 and delited in others and figures mention- 
ed in paras 12 and 13 are different. On 27th August, 1970, parties filed joint 
memos to hear all the 35 complaints together and dispose them of by a common 
Award. In view of the pleadings and common questions of law and tacts involved 
the joint memos we-c accepted. Evidence, documentary and oral, common to 
all the 35 complaints is received and Award is being made in Complaint No, 1 , 
which will govern all the 35 complaints. 

2. The case c r the complainants in brief is that all of them were employees 
in Drilling and Geology Division ol the opposite party No. 1 (hereinafter referred 
to as NCDC), the complainants in complaint Nos. 13, 17 and 20 being drillers, 

complainants in complaint Nos, 1, 6 , 24, 28, 30, 32, 38, 39 and 42 Asstt. drillers, 

complainants in complaint Nos. 4., 5, 7, 10, 12. 14, 18, 22, 23, 26, 29, 33 and 34 

senior rigmen and complainants in complaint Nos. 8 , 9, 11, 15, 19, 21 , 25. 27 and 

36 rigmen, that pending Reference No. 244 of 1987 before this Tribunal, the opposite 
party No. 3 issued the order No. PD/ Absorption /Drilling /Staff/69, dated 80th 
December, 1989, perporting to be an order of transfer of the complainants lrom 
Drilling and Geology to other units and that this order contravened the provisions 
of Section 33 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (hereinafter referred to as the 
Act), in that the service condition.; 0 * the complainants as regards their ranks, 
grade, pay, pay-scale, allowance and seniority are adversely affected. The oppo- 
site parties filed a joint written statement admitting that they had issued the 
order dated 30th December, 1969, but denying that the order changed the condi- 
tions uf service of the complainants in regard to any matter connected with the 
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dispute involved in the Reference Immediately before the commencement of the 
proceedings In thut dispute. It is further stated that the complainants and a 
large number of similar employees were surplus to the requirement of Drilling, 
and Geology Division of N.C.D.C. as there has been a reduction in the volume 
of work of that division necessitated by changes in the plans of development etc. r 
that Instead of having recourse to retrenchment step, the complainants were 
stationed at Ramgarh after the closure ol various drilling camps from time to 
time, that the case of the complainants was sympathetically considered by N.C.D.C. 
and they were offered alternative employment as per the order dated .30th Decem- 
ber, 1909, that in this process the complainants do not suffer any loss In the emolu- 
ments or the conditions of service and that it is absolutely a matter of choise' 
for complainants as to whether they should accept the alternative employment or' 
subject themselves to be dealt with In accordance with the law relating to the. 
disposal of surplus employees os was made clear to them by a sterrotyped letter 
dated 2nd February, 1970. It is also pleaded that the complainants were oll'ered 
the alternative jobs In persuance of an agreement reached with N.C.O.E.A. the 
union which represented them, The opposite parties have also token legal objec- 
tions that no complaint under Section 33A of the Act could be made against indi- 
vidual officers of an employer, that the complainants are not “workmen concern- 
ed In such dispute” within the meaning of provisions of Section 33 of the Act, 
that the complaints are vague, in that they did not state as to what particular- 
provisions of Section 33 of the Act have been contravened by the opposite parties; 
and that the complainants in complaint Nos. 13, 17 and 20, being drillers, are 
outside the scope of the definition of “workman” as found in Section 2(a) of the 
Act, On behalf of the complainants rejoinders to the written statements of the 
opposite parties are filed reiterating and elaborating the pleas already taken by 
them in complaints, but pleading nothing new. On 8th June, 1970. an application- 
was submitted on behalf of the opposite parties to hear and decide the legal 
objections taken by them before entering on evidence as regards merits of the 
case. Having perused the pleadings, the order of Reference in Ref, 244 of 1087 
and having heard the arguments of parties an order was passed on 26th Septem- 
ber, 1970, stating that the objections raised by the opposite parties could not be 
disposed of before considering evidence. The complainants were represented by 
Shri Ramen Roy, Advocate and the opposite parties by Shri R. S. Murty, Addi- 
tional Chief Personnel Officer. On behalf of the complainants 5 witnesses were 
examined and Exts. W.l to W.30 and Exts, Ml. M2 and M4 to M15 were marked. 
On behall of the opposite parties 4 witnesses were examined and Exts. M16 to M53 
and Exts. W.31 to W.36 were marked, Ext. M3 was marked for the opposite party- 
on admission by the complainants. 

3. At the outset I propose to take up for decision the legal objections raised 
by the opposite parties to the maintainability ol the complaints. The first objec- 
tion Is that the complaints, being under Section 33A of the Act, could not be made 
against individual officers of an employer. In the complaints 3 opposite parties 
are impleaded, the Chairman, Managing Director and Chief Personnel Officer of 
N.C.D.C. The complaint to be made by an employee under Section 33A of the 
AcL Is required to be in the manner prescribed. Rule 69 of the Industrial Disputes 
(Central) Rules, 1957 prescribes that a complaint under Section 33A should be 
In Form I The form simply states that In the cause title the employer should 
be described as the opposite party. The definition of “employer” is provided in 
Section 2(g) of the Act. The definition is neither exhaustive nor inclusive. It 
merely indicates who Is to be considered an employer for the purpose of an Indus- 
try carried on by or under the authority of a department of Government and by 
or on behalf of a local authority. In the present case it is not in dispute that 
N.C.D.C. Is an Industry carried on by or under the authority of the Central Gov- 
ernment and as such the authority prescribed in this behalf should be considered 
as the "employer.” Rule 2(g) of the Industrial Disputes (Central) Rules, 195T 
prescribes that, in relation to an industry carried on by or under the authority ot a 
department of the Central Government, the officer incharge of the industrial 
establishment shall be the “employer” in respect of that establishment. Thus, I 
have no hesitation to hold that the Chairman of the N.C.D.C. impleaded as the 
opposite party No. 1 is the employer in relation to the N.C.D.C. Ltd, The com- 
plainants have impleaded the Managing Director and Chief Personnel Officer as 
opposite parties 2 and 3, perhaps by way of abundant caution and for the reason 
that the order, Ext. M3 dated 30th December, 1969 was issued under the signature 
of the Chief Personnel Officer. The award, which is being made will be binding- 
on the Industrial establishment, the N.C.D.C, Ltd., the opposite party No. 1 and 
not on the individual officers, opposite parties 2 and 3. One more superfluous 
objection taken by the opposite parties is that In the complaint it is not stated 
as to what particular provisions of Section 33 of the Act have been contravened by 
the opposite parties. Section 33A simply lays down that an employee can make a 
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■complaint if he is aggrieved by any contravention by the employer oi the provisions 
of Eeciion 83 of tne Act, The Section does not refer to any particular provision 
■of Section 33. Form I prescribed under Rule 59 ot the Industrial Disputes 
(Central) Rules, 1957 also refers to only Section 33 and not to particular provision 
■of it, That apart, in the complaint petitions it is stated at length in what manner 
.and to what extent the conditions ot service applicable to the complainants imme- 
diately before the commencement of the Reference proceedings were altered to 
the prejudice of the complainants by the opposite parties by issuing the order, 
Ext. M3, which Is a clear violation of Section 33(1) of the Act. Consequently, 
I rule out this objection also as unsustainable. 

4- The next objection raised by the opposite parties ia that the complainants 
are not “workmen concerned in such dispute”, within the meaning of provisions 
of Section 33 of the Act, The question about the construction of the pharase 
“workmen concerned in such dispute’’ occurring in Section 33 (1) and (2) had 
been the subject matter of judicial decisions and somewhat inconsistent views had 
been taken by different High Courts on this point. But the controversy has been 

set at rest by three decisions of the Supreme Court. The first oi them is New 

India (P), Ltd,, New Delhi v. K. T. Morris (1960—11 L.L.J. 551) where a 
very liberal construction was given to the pharase and it was held that the words 
could not be restricted to the persons who were actually parties to the dispute and 
that it includes all workmen on whose behalf the dispute has been raised as well 
as those who will be bound by the award which may be made in the said dispute. 
The second decision was in Digwadih Colliery v. Ramji Singh (1964 — 11 L.L.J. 143) 
in which it is pointed out that unless it is known as to what was the nuture of 
the dispute pending in the said reference, it will be plainly impossible to decide 
whether the workmen can be included within the meaning of the pharase. The 
last decision on the point is in Tata Iron and Steel Co. Ltd., v. D. R. Singh ( 1 965—1 1 
L.L.J. 122.) In this decision their Lordships have pointed out that the law on 

the subject has been laid down in the two decisions referred to above. Discussing 

and following the above three decisions of the Supreme Court, the High Coart at 
Patna has held in New India Sugar Mills Ltd., Darbhanga v. Krishna Ballabh 
Jha and others (1967 — 11 L.L.J. 210) that there must be some common feature in 
the nature of the dispute in the two eases which should serve as a connecting link 
thereby rendering the complainant also workman concerned in the dispute in the 
reference. The case of the complainants is that all of them were members of the 
National Coal Organisation Employees Association (NCOEA) when the dispute 
involved In Ref. 244 of 1967 was raised, that the above dispute was raised by 
N.C.O.E.A, and that each of them has authorised the N.C-O.E.A. and their repre- 
sentatives to represent him in his complaint before this Tribunal. The authorisa- 
tion letters have never challenged by the opposite parties. In para 4 of their 
application submitted on 8 th June 1970, the opposite parties have stated that the 
complainants were required to produce evidence to show that they were members 
of the N.C.O.E.A. on the date when the main dispute covered by Reference 244 of 67 
was sponsored and also on the date when it was referred to this Tribunal for 
adjudication and that if no such evidence was produced the complaints made by 
them were liable to be dismissed. WW. 5 is the General Secretary of N.C.O.E.A. 
since 1963. He has deposed that all the complainants are members of N.C.O.E.A. 
since 1964 or 1965 and that when the complainants were transferred pending Refe- 
rence 244 of 67 on the file of this Tribunal the Association had raised a dispute. 
WW 1 is the Assistant General Secretary of N.C.O.E.A, since June 1964. He has 
also deposed that all the complainants are members of N.C.O.E.A. and that the 
demands giving rise to the dispute in the Reference were discussed by the general 
committee and approved by the central committee of N.C.O.E.A. before they were 
presented to the management, WW 2 is the complainant in Complaint 10 of 70. 
His evidence is that from 1964 he is a member of N.C-O.E.A., that the demands 
giving rise to Ref. 244 of 67 were passed In a general body meeting of the branch of 
N.C.O.E.A. at Telgoria project and that he was present in the meeting. He has also 
identified the signature of Abraiham Mathews. General Secretary, N.C.O.E.A. on the 
letter dated 30th December. 1969 Ext. W. 13. In Ext. W 13 it is stated that the 
entire drilling employees had given in writing that they were members of N.C.O.E.A. 
WW 3 is the complainant in complaint 16 of 70, He also deposed that from 1964 
lie is a member of N.C.O.E.A, that while he was at the site of Parbatnur in Talgoria 
Project there was a general body meeting at Talgoria Project of the branch of 
N.C.O.E.A. in which the charter of de'^an'N which gave rise to Ref. 244 of 67 
before this Tribunal was approved and that he was present in the meeting. WW 4 
is the complaint in complaint 17 of 70. It is also his evidence that from 1965 he 
is a member of N.C.O.E.A,, that the demands giving rise to the dispute in Ref. 
244 of 67 were approved in the general body meeting of the branch of N.C.O.E.A. 
■at Talgoria project and that he had attended the meeting. From this material it 
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ls made out that all the complainants ure members of N C.O.E.A. since 1961 or 
1965, that the charter of demands giving rise to del, ot 67 on the iile ot this 
Tribunal was approved in the gcnciel body meeting of the branch of N. C.O.E.A, at 
Taigoria project and that all the complainants attended the meeting. Except 
putting the complainants to proof the opposite parties did not choose to bring on 
record any rebuttal evidence. It follows that all the complainants are members 
of N. C.O.E.A. and are among those who sponsored the dispute in Ref. 244 of 67 
on the file of this Tribunal and are also concerned in the dispute involved in the 
Reference. 

5. Apart from the fact that the union. N. C.O.E.A. which had taken up the 
cause of the employees of N.C.D.C. and raised the dispute which is now pending 
adjudication in Ref. 244 of 67 on the file of this Tribunal has also taken up the 
cause of the complainants in the present complaints or that the present com- 
plainants had sponsored the cause of the employees in the shape of the dispute 
in the reference, as per the decision of the Supreme Court in Digwadfh colliery case 
and the decision of the Patna High Court in New India Sugar Mills case referred 
to above, it is also to be seen what is the nature of the dispute pending in Ref. 244 
of 67 and in the present complaints. The dispute in Ref. 244 of 67 is between 
the employers in relation to the head office of the N.C.D.C. Ltd. at Ranchi and 
their workmen. As I have pointed out earlier, all the complainants belonged to 
Drilling and Geology Division of N.C D.C. It is true that the complainants were 
working in different fields. Ext. W, 32 is a letter from the Administrative Officer 
to the Accounts Officer N.C.D.C., Ranchi. It is in reply to a letter from the 
Accounts Officer on the subject of employees of the Drilling and Geology Division. 
The letter clarifies that all the sanctioned posts of this division are borne in the 
head quarters cadre, whether the incumbents are posted in the fields or are on 
tour. Ext. W. 31 is also a letter from the Administrative Officer to the Accounts 
Officer annexed therewith a copy of the office order under which field posts for 
the Division was sanctioned. The annexure shows the revised sanctioned strength 
of the staff under the Director of Geology with effect from 1st December 1964 in 
supersession of all previous orders. The strength relating to the field includes in 
it drillers, assistant drillers, senior rigmen and rigmen. It follows, therefore that 
the complainants, who are drillers, assistant drillers, senior rigmen and rigmen 
relate to the staff of field under the Director of Geology and they are borne in the 
headquarters radiv In respect of the dispute In Ref. 244 of 67 the matters speci- 
fied in the schedule are 19 in number. Out of them items 4, 5, 9, 10, 11, 12, 14 and 
16 are extracted below: — 

“(4) Whether the demand that all the workmen of the headquarters office 
at Ranchi should be supplied free electricity, free drinking water and 
free coal Is justified? If so, to what relief are the workmen entitled? 

f 5 ) Whether the demand that all the workmen of the headquarters office 
at Ranchi should be provided with free transport facilities from their 
respective colonies/residences to place of duty and back is justified? 
If so, to what relief are they entitled? 

(9) Whether the demand that all Saturdays should be declared half-working 

days for all employees or alternative Saturdays should be declared 
as full holidays and working hours on other days be reduced by 30 
minutes, is justified? If so, to what relief are the workmen entitled? 

(10) Whether the demand for the adoption of a Family Pension Scheme on 

a sliding scale for different categories oE employees on the basis of 
their monthly salary payable in the event of the death of an emnlovee, 
in service, to the dependants, subject to a minimum of Rs. SO for the 
lowest category; with retrospective effect from the 1st January, 1964, 
is justified? If so, to what relief are the workmen entitled? 

(11) Whether the demand that either all restrictions which were imposed on 

re-imbursement of medical bills since 1st March 1964 should be with- 
drawn and full re-imbursement of all medical bills for treatment 
taken by the employees and their family members — (family to include 
dependent parents, sisters and brothers bcMw 21 years of age) from 
any registered medical practitioner, or that all employees be granted 
medical allowance at 123 per cent of total emoluments every month, 
along with salary, is justified? If so, to what relief are the workmen 
entitled? 

(12) Whether the demand that the recommendations of the Second Pay- 

Commission be implemented forthwith with retrospective effect from 
the 1st July, 1959 and all disparities and anomalies existing in the pay 
scales of different categories of employees should be removed and 
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arrears should be paid without any further delay, is justified? If so. 
to what relief are the workmen entitled? 

(14) Whether the demands that an employee who Is engaged on duty on 
Sundays should be granted off duly on another day and overtime 
should be paid at double the rates and that an employee who is 
engaged on duty on holidays should be paid overtime allowance at 
double the rates, arc justified? If so, to what relief are the workmen 
entitled? 

(Id) Whether the demand that all employees should be granted full re- 
imbursement of leave travel concession from the place of posting to 
home town and back once a year for an employee and his family, with 
immediate effect, is justified? If so, to what relief are the workmen 
entitled?” 

It can be seen that items 4 and 5 relate to the demands of all employees of the 
headquarters at Ranchi among whom the present complainants are included as 
pointed out by me above. Items 9, 10, 11, 12 , 14 and IB are the demands <.f the 
employees in general of N.C.D.C. among whom also the complainants are included 
and the award passed on these demands will also effect and bind them under 
Section 18(3) (d) of the Act. Thus, the complainants satisfy all the tests pointed 
out in the three decisions of the Supreme Court and the decision of the Patna 
High Court and, as such I find that they are “workmen concerned in such dispute” 
within the meaning of Section 33(1) of the Act. 

6 . Relying upon the decision of the Supreme Court in Sirajuddin and Company 
w. their workmen (1962 — 1 L.L.J. 460) it is argued for the opposite parties that 
Ref. 244 of 67 itself is bad. as the Central Government is not the .appropriate 
government” to make the reference as per Section 2(a) (i) of the Act. This plea 
is no where to be found in the pleading of the opposite parties. This apart, in 
these complaints I cannot be called upon to hold that the reference Itself cannot 
be entertained. While considering contravention of provisions of Section 33 of the 
Act it is not necessary for me to consider that the Reference is valid or competent. 
For this view I find support in the decision of the Supreme Court in Raja Kulkarnl 
v. State of Bombay (1954 — 1 L.L.J. 1). 

7. The legal objection of the opposite parties against maintainability of the 
comolaints Nos, 13, 17 and 20 is that the complainants in them were drillers, 
employed in supervisory capacity and drawing wages exceeding Rs. 500 per month 
and as such they are not “workmen” within the definition provided in Section 2(s) 
of the Act. Section 2(s) of the Act is reproduced below for the sake of con- 
venience: — 

“Workman” means any person (including on apprentice) employed in any 
industry to do any skilled of unskilled manual, supervisory, technical 
or clerical work for hire or reward, whether the terms of employment 
be expressed or implied, and for the purposes of any proceeding under 
this Act in relation to an industrial dispnte, includes any such person 
who has been dismissed, discharged or retrenched in connection with, 
or as a consequence of. that dispute, or whose dismissal, discharge or 
retrenchment has led to that dispute, but does not include any such 
person — 

i.i) Who is subject to the Army Act. 1951) (46 of 1950), or the Air Force 
Act. 1950 (45 of 1950) or the Navy (Discipline) Act, 1934 (34 of 

1934); or 

(il) who is employed in the police service or as an officer or other employee 
of a prison; or 

(ill) who is employed mainly in a managerial or administrative capacity; 
or 

(iv) who, being employed in a supervisory capacity, draws wages exceeding 
five hundred rupees per mensem or exercises, either by the nature 
of the duties attached to the office or by reason of the powers vested 
in him, functions mainly of a managerial nature.” 

It can be seen from the definition that merely because n workman Is employed 
in a, “supervisory” work is not sufficient to take him out of the definition of a 
“workman”, Clause (iv) above excludes a person from the definition only when 
in addition to his being employed in a supervisory capacity, draws wages exceeding 
Rs, 500 per month or exercises either by the nature of the duties attached to the 
office or by reason of the powers vested In him, functions mainly of a managerial 
nature. As pointed out in Ford Motor Co. of India v. Ford Motors Staff Union 
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(1963 — 11 L.L.J. 444) by the Labour Appellate Tribunal, the question whether a 
particular workman is a supervisor within or without the definition of “workman” 
is ultimately a question of fact, at best one of mixed fact and law and it depends 
upon the nature of the industry, type of work in which he is engaged, the organisa- 
tional set up of the particular unit of industry and like factors. In Syndicate Bank 
v. its workmen (1966 — 11 L.L.J, 194 at 198) the Supreme Court has observed that 
the mere designation by which a person is designated is not conclusive of his status 
of an officer; Industrial adjudication has to look to the nature of the duties assigned 
to the person concerned. It is not in dispute that the 3 complainants were drawing 
wages of more than Rs. 500 per month. The evidence brought by parties on record 
is to be looked into to see if the 3 applicants were employed in a supervisory 
capacity or they exercised, either by the nature of the duties attached to their 
office as drillers or iby reason of the powers vested in them, functions mainly of a 
managerial nature. The onus of proving these two facts was lying on the opposite 
parties, because it was they who had pleaded them. MW. 2 is the Chief of Geology 
and Drilling Division since 1971 and he was Deputy Chief of Geology and Drilling 
from May, 1966. He has pointed out that the Division is headed by the Chief of 
Geology and Drilling, that it has two wings, drilling and geology; that the drilling 
wing is headed by the master driller who is under the Chief, that under the master 
driller there are 5 deputy drilling superintendents under each of whom there are 
senior drillers, that each senior driller is incharge of 3 machines (the deputy 
drilling superintendents are incharge of 6 machines in some places and incharge of 
3 machines in some other places), that under the senior drillers there ore drillers, 
that each driller is incharge of one machine and that under the driller there is 
assistant driller who is shift incharge, According to the witness a drilling machine 
is operated by the assistant driller in one shift and by the senior rigman in another, 
that a driller being incharge of a machine allots duty to the operators of the shift, 
checks their performance and progress, gets their attendance, writes daily progress 
reports, weeklv reports and monthly reports relating to the rig in question and 
that a driller does not operate the drilling machine at any time. This is the only 
evidence brought on record by a witness of the opposite parties. There is nothing 
to support this oral testimony. MW. 4 is a deputy drilling superintendent since 
September, 1963. But he had not a word to speak about the duties of a driller. I 
am referred to Ext. M 47 stating that it supports the oral testimony of MW. 2. It 
is a note regarding the alleged surplus personnel of the Geology and Drilling 
Division. But it is neither signed by MW, 2 nor MW, 4. One of the signatories. 
S. Chottopadhyaya is examined as MW. 3. He is the deputy superintendent of 
collieries attached to the planning department at N.C.D.C., headquarters. This 
note. Ext. M. 47 says in para 2.5 that all drillers in Geology Division were per- 
forming both administrative and supervisory duties. But nothing is elicited from 
MW. 3 to show what these supervisory duties were. He also did not speak a word 
about the duties of a driller. MW. 4 has stated'in his cross-examination that there 
is no written circular or duty chart describing the duties of the personnel of the 
drilling department, that their duties are assigned from time to time by the 
master driller and that since sometime in 1963 or 1964 G. C. Sharma Is the master 
driller. G. C. Sharma was (present in the Court at the time of the deposition of 
MW. 4, as pointed out in the deposition. But the opposite parties did not choose 
t 0 examine him to show the nature of the duties assigned to the drillers, MW. 2 
has in his cross-examination that he had seen the daily progress reports submitted 
by the drillers to the senior drillers and in his office he has a number of such 
reports. But not a single such report is produced. The witness, MW. 2 has also 
in his evidence that Shri R. S. Murtv is conducting the case on behalf of the 
N.C.D.C. and that as far as the case of the drillers is concerned Shri R. S. Murty 
is consulting him. It means that Shri R, S. Murty did not consider it necessary to 
produce one of the reports. From the reports the nature of supervision attributed 
to the 3 applicants could be ascertained. Ext. M 29 is a statement showing the 
work load norms, etc. for the division of Geology of NCDC. But this statement 
also does not show that the drillers were working in supervisory capacity. WW. 4 
is complainant in complaint No. 17. He has deposed that as a driller he was 
operating the drill personally, that he was not supervising the work of the assistant 
driller, rigmen, etc. and that it was being done by the senior driller, Of course, 
he has conceded that perhaps he had sent some reports when the senior driller 
was absent. But nothing is elicited in the cross-examination to damage his testi- 
mony. In the cross-examination he has stated that he had drilled 2 holes each 
of 500 metres depth and that at Ramgarh he had worked on the drilling machine 
bearing No. 44/11. WW. 2 is the complainant in complaint No. 10, He is a senior 
rigman who was also working on the drilling machines. His evidence Is that the 
senior driller used to supervise his work and not the driller. In the cross-exami- 
nation it is elicited that while at Bhuchundl, Swang and Giridlh, the senior driller 
was supervising his work. He denied that a driller was Incharge or theft a driller 
distributes work among the workmen under him or supervises their work. On 
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this material I cannot uphold the objection of the opposite parties. The objection 
is over ruled. 

8. The contravention complained of is the provision under Section 33(1) (a) of 

the Act. The case of the complainants is that pending Ref. 244 of 67 on the file of 
this Tribunal the opposite parties issued order No. PD/ Absorption/Drilling/Staff/ 
■63, dated 30th December 1969, Ext. M3, whereby altering conditions of service appli- 
cable to them immediately before the commencement of the proceeding in Ref. 244 
of 67 to their prejudice. It is admitted by the opposite parties that they had 
issued the order, Ext. M3, but denied that the conditions of service of the com- 
plainants were altered to their prejudice. The order of Ref. 244 of 67 Is dated 
19th July, 1967 and it is received and registered on the file of this Tribunal on 
24th July 1967. The order. Ext. M3 is issued on 30th December 1969 and by then 
the parties had put in their appearance in the proceedings in Ref. 244 of 67 and 
were filing documents in support of their respective cases. Hence, the order. 
Ext. M3 was issued while the industrial dispute in Ref. 244 of 67 was pending 
adjudication before this Tribunal, It is to be seen now whether the order, Ext. 
M3 has in any way altered the conditions of service of the complainants appli- 
cable to them immediately before the commencement of the proceedings in Ref. 244 
of 67 and if the alteration was to their prejudice. It is an admitted position that 
immediately before the commencement of the proceeding in Ref. 244 of 67 all the 
complainants belonged to Drilling and Geology Division of N.C.D.C. and they conti- 
nued to be so till the date of the order, Ext. M3. As 1 have already pointed out, 
complainants in complaint Nos. 13, 17 and 20 were drillers, complainants in com- 
plaint Nos. 1, 6, 16, 24. 28, 30. 32, 38, 39 and 42 Assistant drillers, complainant in 
complaint Nos, 4, 5, 7, 10, 12, 14, 18, 22, 23. 20, 29, 33 and 34 senior rigmen and com 
plainants in complaint Nos. 8, 9, 11, 15, 19. 21, 25, 27 ana 36 rigmen. This position 13 
confirmed by the statement annexed to the order, Ext- M3. As per the statement. SI. 
Nos. 3( 4 ajnd 5 cbrbegpond, respectively to the drillers in complaint NosJ13, 17 and 20, 
SI. Nos. 11, 13. 16, 17, 18, 23, 24, 25, 26 and 27 correspond to assistant drillers in com- 
plaint Nos. 42, 1. 32, 6, 38, 24, 16, 39, 28 and 30 respectively, SI. Nos. 28, 29, 31 32, 
34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 39, 41, 44 and 45 correspond the senior rigmen in complaint Nos. 
33. 26, 29, 4, 18, 10, 12 23, 5, 34, 14, 22 and 7 respectively and SI. Nos, 52, 53, 

54 56, 57, 60, 61, 62 and’ 63 correspond to rigmen in complaint Nos, 11, 27. 8, 15, 25, 
9, 21, 19 and 36 respectively. From the statement it can also be seen that all the 
complainants were monthly paid and by virtue of the order. Ext. M3 all of them, 
except 9 who are at SI. Nos. 11, 13, 16. 17, 18, 27, 28, 39 and 45 are converted into 
daily rated workmen and that their designations are lowered, such as drillers to 
operators, assistant drillers to chargemen, fitters, etc, and senior rigmen and rigmen 
to khalasis. As per the order. Ext, M3 each of the complainants was to be issued a 
fresh appointment letter and each of them has lost his seniority. 

9. By virtue of the order, Ext, M3 the pay scales of the complainants are also 
affected to their detriment. The Assistant General Secretary of N.C.O.E.A, WW. 1 
has compiled a statement, Ext. W. 8 on 4th January 1971 and filed it before the 
Tribunal during his (imposition on 14th January, 1971. This statement, Ext, W. 8 
shows the scale of pay before the transfer order. Ext. M3 was issued, total pay 
drawn before the order, the scale of wages after the transfer and total emolu- 
ments per month drawn after the transfer, by each of the complainants in columns 
4, 5, 6 and 7 respectively. Columns 4 and 6 of Ext. W. 8 are the same as columns 

3 and 6 of the statement annexed to Ext. M3. Column 5 of Ext. W. 8 is corroborated 
from the figures given in para 12 of the written statement filed by the opposite 
parties in each of the complaints. Column 7 of Ext. W. 8 is prepared by WW. 1 
from the information gathered by him. WW. 1 has deposed that N.C.O.E.A. has 
made enquiries In respect of the pay drawn by the 35 complainants before and 
after their transfer, tha-t he himself, as the Assistant General Secretary of 
N.C.O.E.A. wrote letters to the branch associations and to the complainants in this 
respect and that he himself went round, met the complainants and got the neces- 
sary information. His evidence is supported by the testimony of WW, 2, WW. 3 
and WW. 4, who are respectively complainants in complaint Nos. 10, 16 and 17. 
There was no cross-examination by the opposite parties on WW. 2, WW. 3 and WW. 

4 whatsoever on this point. From WW. 1 it is only elicited that he did not verify 
the statement. Ext. W. 8 with official records of the opposite parties and did not 
try to get information from the office records of the opposite parties for preparing 
the statement. There is nothing to suggest that the statement was wrong or that 
the complainants were not drawing the total emoluments as shown in col, 7 of Ext. 
W. 8 on 4th January, 1971. It was not difficult for the opposite parties to show the 
actual total emoluments drawn by each of the complainants after they were 
transferred under the order, Ext. NT3. The statement, Ext. W. 8 was filed before 
this Tribunal on 14th January 1971 through the first witness on behalf of the com- 
plainants. Thereafter the complainants examined 3 more witnesses and the last 
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witness of the opposite parties was examined on 28th Apiil, 1971. The arguments 
in the case continued upto 1st May, 1971. I suppose that the opposite parties had 
sufficient time to compile their own statement as regards the total emoluments 
drawn by each of the complainants after their transfer under the order, Ext. M3, 
on the basis of their own records and file it before the Tribunal, The opposite 
parties did not lead any rebuttal evidence either, although they have been filing 
fresh documents on several hearings after WW. 1 was examined. Hence, I am 
inclined to accept the statement, Ext, W. 8 as correct. By comparing columns 5 
and 7 it is evident that the total emoluments drawn by each of the complainants 
after the transfer were less than what he was drawing before the transfer. In 
respect of those complainants who are continued in the monthly scale in higher 
scales also the total emoluments went down, The obvious reason appears to be 
that after the transfer dearness allowance is cut dowm. Whatever be the reason, 
the total emoluments drawn after the transfer are less than those drawn by the 
complainants before the transfer and this is due to the transfer order, Ext, M3. The 
order or its annexures did not protect tfre wages and benefits of the complainants 
on their transfer — much less of the complainants who were converted to daily rate 
by the order, It also appears that owing to the order. Ext. M3 transferring the 
complainants to different units their other service conditions are also affected. As 
per the Corporation Rules, E3ct. M12 all whole time employees in the service of 
N.C.D.C. other than those taken over by N.C.D.C. from the government, are entitled 
to earned leave at the rate of 1/1 1th days of duty performed for each year of 
service, accumulation of such leave upto 189 days, half pay leave of 20 days for 
each completed year of service and commuted leave of 240 days for total period 
of service. This apart, as spoken to 'by WW. 2, WW. 3 and WW. 4 they were entitled 
to 18 days of festival holidays per calendar year, holiday on each second Saturday 
of each month and Sunday as paid holiday. Owing to the transfer, such of those 
who are transferred to mines are governed by the Mines Act under which annual 
leave and sick leave to them is for less number of days than what they were 
entitled to under the Corporation Rules, Ext. M12. Similarly, such of those com- 
plainants who are transferred to Barakakana Workshop and Stores also get less 
number of earned leave and sick leave. MW. 1 also has conceded this position. 
Ext. W. 4 is a circular of N.C.D.C. dated 19th November 1970. It is in respect of 
the employees of Geology and Drilling Division transferred to collieries and other 
establishments. It lays down the number of gazetted and other holidays available 
to them in their transferred units. According to it only 16 paid gazetted holidays 
are allowed to the employees in the Central. Workshops and the paid holidays 
available to them should be the same as are allowable to the workshop employees 
of the same designation. The circular also shows that holiday on second Saturday 
of each month and half holiday on Saturday will not be available to the employees 
in the collieries, washeries and workshop. It Is also laid down in the circular 
that the free transport facilities also will not be available to the complainants. 
Thus, from the above material it emerges beyond doubt that during pendency of 
Ref. 244 of 67 on the file of this Tribunal, the opposite parties issued the order, 
Ext. M3 altering thereby the conditions of service applicable to the complainants 
immediately before the commencement of the proceeding in Ref. 244 of 1967 and 
the alteration is to the prejudice of the complainants, It is also evident that the 
service conditions so affected by the order. Ext. M3 are connected with the matters 
in dispute in Ref, 244 of 1967. It is argued at length on behalf of the opposite 
parties that the conditions of service affected ore not matters in dispute speci- 
fically. But “matters in dispute” and “matters connected with dispute” are 
different. The alterations in conditions of service affected in the present case are 
“matters connected with the dispu+e”. For tHs reference can be had to the 
matters specified in the schedule of the reference, to items 4, 5, 9 and 12 in parti- 
cular. Thus. I flind that by. issuing the order. Ext. M3 the opposite parties have 
violated Section 33(1) (a) of the Act and. as such this Tribunal has jurisdiction to 
entertain the 35 complaints and adjudicate upon them. 

10. In para 5 of the written statement the opposite parties had pleaded hesi- 
tatingly an agreement in pursuance of which, according to them, they had issued 
the order, Ext. M3. It is stated, “the opposite parties discussed the matter with 
the representatives of the National Coal Organisation Employees Association 
(which is the union that sponsored the dispute covered by Ref. 244 of 1967) the 
problem of surplus employees and the arrangement and agreement reached with 
them are incorporated under item 1 of the record notes of discussions held with 
them by the opposite parties on 10th, November. 1969”. In the same para the 
opposite parties had earlier stated that the complainants and a large number of 
similar employees of Geology and Drilling Division were found surplus to the 
requirements, that the opposite parties were entitled under such circumstances 
to retrench the surplus employees such as the complainants, that instead of having 
recourse to such a step, the complainants and some others were stationed at 
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Rarngarh after the closure of the va. ''-us drilling camps from time to time and 
that the complainants case was sympathetically considered bj' the N.C.D.C, and 
they were offered alternative employment as per the order, Ext. M3. It appears 
from Ext. M15 that on 30th September 1969. the N.C.O.EA. served a notice on 
N.C.D.C. in respect of their proposed direct action and strike for reasons explained 
in its annexure. The annexure also contains a statement of demands. The 
demands include in it the demand for implementation of the recommendations of 
the Central Wake Board for the Coal Mining Industry. There were discussions 
between the representatives of N.C.D.C. and the union, N.C.O.E.A. as regards the 
implementation of the recommendations on 10th. 11th, 13th and 24th November, 
1969 and the recorded notes of the discussions are annexure to Ext. M17. The 
recorded notes of discussions held on 10th November 1.969 are also marked as 
Ext. M4. It is contended on behalf of the opposite parties that Item 1' of Ext. M4 
contains the agreement arrived at between N.C.D.C. and N.C.O.E.A, and in pursu- 
ance of it the order. Ext. M3 was issued. But I do not find from the item that 
there was an agreement between the parties by which N.C.O.E.A. had agreed for 
the transfer of the complainants and reduction in their service conditions, such as 
pay scales, etc. as contained in the order, Ext, M3. Item 1 <jf Ext. M4 simply is 
the record of what the Chairman of N.C.D.C. had stated during the discussion. Of 
course the word “agreed” occurs in one place. To facilitate understanding of the 
context the portion is extracted below: 

“As regards workers of Geology and Drilling, there was considerable 
exchange of views on both sides in which the previous discussions were 
also recalled. The Chairman mentioned that he could not start with 
the presumption that every one in the Geology and Drilling Section 
would be absorbed in regular jobs. He agreed, however, that all 
those who were useful and could be fitted against vacancies else- 
where in the Corporation would be so fitted. After they were so 
fitted, they would get the pay of the post in which they were 
absorbed. The remaining non-surplus workers of Geology and 
Drilling Section would become part of the reorganised set-up”. 

It can be seen that there was nothing on which 'both parties had agreed, much 
less on the terms and conditions contained in the order, Ext. M3, The recorded 
notes of discussions held on 11th, 13th and 24th November, 1969 also do not con- 
tain anything to support the opposite parties. On the contrary I find that in the 
last para of item 31 of the recorded discussion held on 13th November 1969 that 
there were serious differences on the question of pay scale matters regarding which 
the Chairman stressed the point that he would like to function wirhin the frame 
work of the wage board and not to depart from it. The inference is that nothing 
was agreed between the parties till then about the pay scales. Ext. W.25 is a 
letter under which the recorded notes of discussions held on 10th, 11th and 13th 
November, 1969 were circulated by N.C.O.E.A. to all general members, central 
committee members and zonal and branch secretaries, In its first paragraph it is 
stated that N.C.O.E.A. had not entered Into any agreement with the management 
as many wider issues were yet to be settled. This letter, Ext. W.25 is issued on 
20th November 1969 and the last discussion between the parties was on 24th 
November 1969. This also supports the inference that the terms and conditions 
mentioned in the order, Ext, M3 were not agreed upon by N.C.O.E.A, representing 
the complainants. Thus, I do not find any substance in the plea putforth by the 
opposite parties. 

11, Though not pleaded, it is argued 011 behalf of the opposite parties that 
during pendency of the complaints before this Tribunal there was a settlement 
Ext. W. 3 dated 18lh June, 1970. Again this settlement is in respect of the imple- 
mentation of the recommendations of the Central Wage Board for the Coal Mining 
Industry as regards the employees of Geology and Drilling Division. It applies to 
all the employees of the division who are in service as on 14th August 1967 to the 
extent indicated in the settlement, It also says that it should not prejudice the 
contentions of N.C.O.E.A, in respect of general determination and adoption of 
pay scales, categorisation/fixation by N.C.D.C. under the Coal Wage Board and 
counter contentions of the management and that the settlement shall not also affect 
in any way the present complaints. It is stated in para 12 of the settlement that 
the employees will continue to enjoy the other tenns and conditions of service as 
on 14th August 1 967, as amended from time to time by mutual agreement. Rasing 
upon this para it is argued for the opposite parties that by mutual agreement the 
order complained of, Ext. M3 is quashed and it is no more in existence and as such, 
the complaints should be dismissed. The term of the settlement Ext, W. 3 goes 
to show that the opposite parties have conceded the case of the complainants that 
the service conditions enjoyed by them could not be altered to their prejudice by 
the order, Ext. M3. But the terms of the settlement are not clear and they are 
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attached with strings, as such it cannot be stated that the order complained of, 
Ext. M 3 is withdrawn by the opposite parties unconditionally. The object of the 
prohibition contained in Section 33 of the Act is two fold. On the one hand it is 
designed to protect the workmen concerned during the course of industrial con- 
ciliation, arbitration and adjudication, against employer harassment and victimisa- 
tion on account of their having raised the industrial dispute or their continuing 
the pending proceedings, on the other it seeks to maintain status quo by prescrib- 
ing management conduct which may give rise to fresh disputes which further 
enstrain the already strained relations between the employers and the workmen. 
Hence, service conditions of the complainants as existing on the date of Ref. 244 
of 1967 should be maintained pending the reference, irrespective of the fact that 
this legal position is admitted by the opposite parties, That apart, it is not the 
case of the opposite parties that they have made good the losses suffered by the 
complainants owing to the enforcement of the order, Ext. M3. Consequently, I 
do not find any substance in the contention of the opposite parties that the com- 
plaints have become infructuous. 

12. Having admitted that the complainants were drillers, assistant drillers, 
senior rigmen and rigmen of the Drilling and Geology Division, the case of the 
opposite parties is that the complainants and a large number of similar employees 
of the Drilling and Geology Division were found surplus to the requirement, that 
the opposite parties were entitled to retrench the complainants as surplus 
employees, that out of sympathy for the complainants, instead of retrenching them 
by following the provisions of law, they offered the complainants alternative jobs 
through the order, Ext. M3 and that the order, Ext. M3 gave option to the com- 
plainants to accept the alternative jobs proposed or to accept retrenchment. I do 
not find any substance in the contention that the order, Ext. M3 gave option to the 
complainants. The wording of Ext, M3 does not support the interpretation 
Alternative job means a job which carries with it the same emoluments and service 
conditions, which is not the case with the jobs offered through Ext. M3. Offering 
a job of lower designation with lower emoluments and Inferior service conditions 
coupled with the threat of retrenchment cannot fall within the concept of alter- 
native job, The question whether the complainants were found surplus to the 
requirement, has no relevancy In the present case, as the opposite parties have not 
retrenched the complainants. If the complainants were really found surplus as 
pladed by the opposite parties, only two alternatives were before the opposite 
parties viz. either to retrench thm in accordance with the law and procedure or to 
provide them with alternative jobs carrying the same service conditions, inclusive 
of emoluments. But there could be no justification for the opposite parties to 
transfer the complainants to the jobs mentioned in the order Ext. M3. As they 
are not retrenched the complainants continue to be in the service of the opposite 
parties and should be deemed to be continuing in the jobs not inferior to those 
held by them before the issue of the order, Ext. M3. I concede that the opposite 
parties, as employers, have the right to transfer the complainants to other jobs or 
to take work from them of the kind they choose. But they could not alter any 
of their service conditions to their prejudice. The annexure to the order. Ext. M3 
shows the pay scales applicable to the complainants and para 12 of the statement 
of the opposite parties show the total emoluments drawn by the complainants 
actually on the date immediately before the issue of the order, Ext. M3. It is also 
not in dispute that during pendency of Reference 244 of 1967 there have been some 
agreements between the parties, the latest being Ext. W. 3, whereby the opposite 
parties have undertaken to implement the recommendations of the Central Wage 
Board for the Coal Mining Industry with effect from 16th August 1967. In respect 
of the employees of the Drilling and Geology Division, inclusive of the com- 
plainants. Reference 244 of 1967 has 19 items for adjudication, several of which 
concern the complainants. One of them relates to the demand that the recom- 
mendations of the Second Pay Commission be implemented forthwith with retros- 
pective effect from the 1st July. 1959 and all disparities and anomalies existing in 
the pay scales of different categories of employees should be removed and arrears 
should be paid without any further delay, Ext. W. 3 settlement lays down several 
details as to how the recommendations of the Central Wage Board for the Coal 
Mining Industry should be implemented as regards the complainants and other 
employees of the Drilling and Geology Division, Thus, pending the Reference and 
subject to the award in the Reference the complainants are entitled to 'be fixed in 
the Wage Board pay scales and paid accordingly with effect from 15th August, 
1967. For this purpose the pay scales applicable to the complainants and actual 
emoluments drawn by them as on 14th August 1907 should be ascertained and then 
the complainants should be fitted in the categories and pay scales recommended by 
the Central Wage Board for the Coal Mining Industry also keeping in view several 
of the relevant and valid agreements entered into by the parties and in parti- 
cular, Ext. W.3. Ext, W.3 settlement is produced by the complainants and it is 
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proved and admitted by WW, 1 and WW. 5 who are respectively Assistant General 
Secretary and General Secretary of N.C.O.E.A., the union representing the com- 
plainants. The settlement. Ext. W. 3 is also admitted by MW. 1, who says that he 
get a statement, Ext. M21 prepared in accordance with para 12 .of the settlement, 
F 't. W. 3. Having fixed the category end pay scales and other emoluments ot ihe 
ci miploinants, amounts due are to be calculated with effect from 15th August, 1967. 
and after adjusting the amounts received by the complainants on and from 15th 
August, 1967, the arrears due to each of the complainants has to be arrived at. in 
the present case this could not be done because pleadings of the parties and evi- 
dence led by them are no.t sufficient. The complainants have to approach the- 
proper forum to claim their arrears, if they find it necessary. 

13. As a result of my above discussions, I find no justification for the opposite 
parties to Issue the order No. PD/Absorption/Drilling/Stalf/69, dated 30th Decem- 
ber 1969 and I hold that the complainants are entitled to receive their arrears as- 
indicated above. The Award is made accordingly and submitted under Section 15* 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, 

(Sd.) N. Venkata Rao, 

Presiding Officer, 
Central Govt. Industrial Tribunal' 
(No. 2) Dhanbad, 

[No. 1/22/67-LRII], 

New Delhi , the 22nd July 1971 

S.O. 2885. — In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 
1947), the Central Government hereby publishes the following award of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal-cwm-Labour Court (No. 2), Bombay in the- 
industrial d spute between the employers in relation to the management of Messrs 
Chowgule and Company Private Limited, Mormugao Harbour, Goa and their work- 
men, which was received by the Central Government on the 17th July, 1971, 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTPJAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2, 

BOMBAY 

Reference No. CGIT-2/8 of 19T0 

Employers in relation to the Management of Messrs. Chowgule and Company 
Private Limited, Mormugao Harbour, Goa 

AND 

Shrlmati Roslna Dias 


Present: 

Shrl N. K. Vani, Presiding Officer. 

Appearances : 

For the Employers — (1) Shrl M. D. Galtonde, Advocate. 

(2) Shri N. K. Kadam, Labour Officer 

For the workman — Shri Gecrge Vaz, General Secretary, Goa Mining Labour 
Welfare Union, Goa. 

Industry : Iron Ore Mining State : Goa, Daman and Diu. 

Bombay, dated the 29th June 1971 
AWARD 

3y order No. 8/21/70-LR/IV dated 21/22/9/1970 the Government of India, in 
the Ministry of Labour, Employment and Rehabilitation (Department of Labour and 
Employment) in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) 
of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), referred to this Tri- 
bunal for adjudication and industrial dispute existing between the employers in 
relation to the management of Messrs Chowgule and Company Private Limited' 
Mormugao Harbour, Goa and Shrlmati Rosina Dias in respect of the matters speci- 
fied in the Schedule as mentioned below: — 

Schedule 

“Whether th» management of Messrs Chowgule and Company Private Limit- 
ed, Mormugao Harbour Vasco-de-Gama is justified In their action dis- 
missing Shrimatt Rosina Dias ex-female labour employed in Cosli Mines 
with effect from the 6th November, 1969? If net, to what relief is the- 
workman entitled?” 



3956 THE GAZETTE OF INDIA; JULY 31, 1971/SRAVANA 9, 1893 [Part II— 


2. The facts giving rise to this reference are as follows: — 

Smt. Rosfna Dias was working on repairs and maintenance of roads as a female 
labourer in the employment of Messrs Ghowgulo and Company Private Limited 
Mormugao, Goa. She was asked to work in the Crushing plate for crushing the 
iron ore lumps on the afternoon of 3rd September, 1969. As she refused to work 
as a labourer in the crushing plate for crushing this iron ore lumps, domestic 
enquiry was held against her. She was found guilty of misconduct alleged to 
have been committed by her and was dismissed with effect from 6th November, 
1969, She therefore made a complaint under Section 2-A of the Industrial Dis- 
putes Act, 1947 to the Assistant Labour Commissioner (C), Vasco-de-Gama. On 
the receipt of the complaint, he tried to bring about conciliation (between the 
parties after hearing them but in vain. He therefore submitted his failure of 
conciliation report to the Government. On receipt of this report the Government 
made this reference to this Tribunal for adjudicating the dispute. 

3. Shri George Vaz, General Secretary of the Goa Mining Labour Welfare 
Union has filed written Statement at Ex. 2/W on behalf of Smt. Rosina Dias in 
this Tribunal on 17th February, 1971. This written statement is annexure ‘A’ to 
the Award. 

4. According to Smt, Rosina Dias: — 

(i) As she was appointed for repairs and maintenance of roads and as she 

does not know the work of sample crushing, the company was not 
justified in ordering her to work on sample crushing. The company 
was also not justified in holding departmental enquiry against her 
for her refusal to do this work. 

(ii) Departmental enquiry conducted by Shrl B. D. Desai was not proper 

and fair. No complainant was examined during the enquiry. 
Statements of some witnesses were recorded. Her statement wag 
not recorded, The charges levelled against her were not read out 
and explained to her. She has not admitted the charges levelled 
against her. I 

(ill) The findings of the Enquiry Officer are not correct and the whole 
enquiry Is vitiated. 

(iv) The Director had issued notice to her asking her to see him personally, 

When She went to the Head Office to see the Director personally she 
was not allowed to see the Director personally. On the contrary 
Shri Kadam, Labour Officer told her that she could not see the 
Director and that she could seek pardon and then he would reinstate 
her in the original work on road. He asked her to see the officers 
at Cost! Mine and send such a letter. On going to the Cost! Mine 
one Shri Suresh, Clerk wrote a letter on which her thumb impression 
was taken. 

(v) Her dismissal from service is not justified. It is not fair. It is unjust 

and in violation of the principles of natural justice. She is not 
guilty of wilful disregard or disobedience of orders or any other 
charges. She be reinstated with continuity of service and back 
wages. I 

5. The company has filed written statement at Ex. l/'E on 7th November, 1970 
and rejoinder at Ex. 3/E on 12th March 1971, which are annexures 'B’ and ‘C’ 
respectively to the Award. 

6. According to the Company, Smt. Rosina Dias was dismissed from service 
after the charges levelled against her were proved at the departmental enquiry. 
She was given complete opportunity to cross-examine the witnesses who deposed 
against her and place her own case. The evidence at the enquiry clearly proved 
the charges against her, This was further strengthened by her own admission 
contained in her reply dated 28th October 1969 to the show cause notice. Smt. 
Rosina Dias’s dismissal from service with effect from 6th November 1969 is justi- 
fied. She is not entitled to any relief. 

7. From the pleadings, documents, evidence on record and arguments advanced 
by both the parties, the following points arise for decision in this case. 

(i) Whether this Tribunal has jurisdiction to entertain this reference? 

(il) Whether the domestic enquiry held against Smt. Rosina Dias was proper, 
fair and In accordance with the provisions of the Standing Orders, 
made applicable to the employees of M/s. Chowgule and Company 
Pvt. Ltd., Mormugao, Goa? 
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(111) Whether the enquiry Is vitiated? 

(iv) Whether the dismissal of Smt. Rosina Dias with effect from 6 th Novem- 

ber 1969, is justified? 

(v) If not, to what relief is she entitled? 

(vi) What Order? 

8. My findings are as follows: 

(i) Yes. 

(ii) No. 

(iii) Yes. 

(iv) No. 

(v) Smt. Rosina Dias is entitled to be reinstated to her original post with 

continuity of service, back wages, etc. 

(vi) As per order. 

Reasons 

Point No, (i) : 

9. The learned advocate Shri Gaitonde for the company contends that this 
Tribunal has no jurisdiction to entertain this reference because there is no indus- 
trial dispute existing between the company and its workman at Costl Mines and 
that the present dispute relates to the dismissal of Smt. Rosina Dias and that it is 
an individual dispute and not an industrial dispute. This contention is miscon- 
ceived and cannot be accepted. 

10. It is true that the present dispute is between the company and Smt. Rosina 
Dias and that it is an individual dispute. This industrial dispute is however an 
industrial dispute within the meaning of Section 2(k) read with Section 2-A of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

11. Section 2-A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 is as follows: — 

“2-A. Dismissal etc. of an individual workman to be deemed to be an 
industrial dispute, — Where any employer discharges, dismisses, 
retrenches or otherwise terminates the services of am individual 
workman, any dispute or difference between that workman and his 
employer connected with or arising out of such discharge, dismissal, 
retrenchment or termination shall be deemed to be an industrial dis- 
pute notwithstanding that no other workman nor any union of work- 
men is a party to the dispute.” 

12. In view of this provision referred to above, it is crystal clear that the 
present individual dispute between Smt. Rosina Dias and the company on account 
of her dismissal by the company is an industrial dispute. Hence this Tribunal 
has jurisdiction to entertain this reference. 

13. The learned advocate Shri Gaitonde contends that the jurisdiction of this 
Tribunal is limited to decide whether the dismissal is justified and that it cannot 
decide the question whether the employee was a labourer or Supervisor as this 
dispute has not been referred to it. This contention is also misconceived. 

14. It is true that the dispute referred to this Tribunal is whether the dismissal 
of the employee by the company is justified. In deciding the question as to 
whether the dismissal of the employee is justified or not the Tribunal was neces- 
sarily to consider the defence raised by the employee regarding her justification 
for refusing to work on sample crushing. 

16. The employee’s contention that she was not working as a labourer on 
sample crushing and that she was working as Supervisor of labour on repairs and 
maintenance of road only has to be considered for finding out whether there was 
any justification for her to disobey the orders of the company. Hence this 
Tribunal has jurisdiction to consider the defence raised by the employee. Hence 
my finding on Point No. (1) is as above. 

Point Nos. ( it ) to (iv) : 

10. Shri George Vaz for Smt. Ro-ina Dias contends that the domestic enquiry 
held against her was not proper, fair and in accordance with the provisions of the 
Standing Orders made applicable to the employees of the Company of M/s. 
Chowgule and Co. Pvt. Ltd., that the findings of the Enquiry Officer are perverse 
and that the whole enquiry is vitiated. 
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17. It is common ground that there are certified Standing Orders which are 
applicable to the employees of the company. Copy of the same is produced at 
Ex. 4/E. 


18. Clause 18 relates to disciplinary action for misconduct. Clause 18(1) is a3 
follows 

“(1) A workman may be warned, censured or fined upto 2 per cent of his 
wages in a month for any of the following acts or commissions. 

(a) Disregard or disobedience of orders; 

(b) Insubordination and breaches of discipline; 

(c) Late or irregular attendance or leaving post of duty without per- 

mission; 


(d) Improper behaviour such os quarrelling or sleeping on duty; 

(e) Incivility to co-workers, public, etc; 

(f) Making false or misleading statements; 

(g) Inefficient, dilatory, careless, wasteful, dangerous or obstructive- 

working; 

(h) Malingering; 

(i) Entering or leaving or attempting to enter or leave the place Of work 

except by the gate or gates or entrances/exits provided; 

(J) Doitoring or idling during working hours; absenting from work or 
place of work without prior permission; being within the work 
premises after authorised w’orking hours without permission or 
without reasonable cause; 

(k) Taking leave on false pretexts; 

(l) Non-observance of rules governing the Company’s quarters; 

(m) Smoking in the work place except in places where smoking is per- 

mitted.” 


19. Clause 18(2) states that a workman may 'be suspended for a period not 
exceeding four days at a time, or his increment or promotion withheld, or demoted 
or reduced in grade, or removed or dismissed from service without notice or any 
compensation ill lieu of notice if he is found to be guilty of misconduct, as 
mentioned in any one of the clauses (a) to (x). 


20. Clause 20 lays down that a workman charged with misconduct of a nature 
which (if established) is likely to lead to denial of Increment or promotion or to 
imposition of any of the penalties provided under Standing Order (18)(2) shall 
be given by the Head of the Department after prior approval of the Director, 
charge-sheet in writing clearly setting forth; 

(1) the circumstances appearing against him and requiring explanation, and 

(2) the date and time at which the case will be heard (which date shall 

not be less than seven days after the service of the notice). At the 
hearing of the case, he shall be given an opportunity to answer the 
charge. Except for reasons to be recorded In writing by the officer 
holding the enquiry (who shall be an independent officer not connected 
with the happenings or reporting of happenings included in the 
charge-sheet), the workman shall be permitted to produce witnesses 
in his defence and cross-examine any witnesses on whose evidence 
the charge rests. A concise summary of the evidence led on either 
side and the workman's plea shall be recorded, 

21. In the present case the original enquiry papers are produced on record 
at Ex. 5/E to 11/E. 


22. The original charge-sheet at Ex. 5/E appears to have been Issued on 29th 
September, 1969. This charge-sheet mentions as follows: — 

"You have been working at Cost! Mines as a labourer since 1961. It has 
been reported that recently you were given the work on repairs and 
maintenance of roads. As the work of road, was over, you were 
asked to work in the crushing plate for crushing the iron ore lumps 
in the afternoon session of 3rd September, 1969. You refused to 
attend to this saying that you will work only on roads. You thus 
remained idle for 1/2 day on 3rd September, 1969. On 4th September, 
1969 you were again asked to start work In the crushing plate which 
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you again refused saying that you will work only on road and that 
you are not a labourer but a road mukadam. Shri B. M. Pawar, 
Office Assistant told you immediately then that you have been a 
labourer all along and a decision to promote you as a mukadam has 
not been taken by the Management and that you have to continue 
working as a labourer in the crushing plate as the work or roads is 
now over. To this you again refused, Ycu were then told that 
such refusal on your part constitutes serious misconduct and the 
matter will have to be reported to Head Office and strict disciplinary 
action taken. To this you replied ‘I don’t care’, I will work only 
as a Mukadam and that too on roads only. 

It has further been reported that you have since then continued to refuse 
work and have remained Idle till 24-9-1969 (24th September, 1969). You are, 

therefore, hereby charged with, 

(i) Wilful and/or habitual disregard or disobedience of orders, 

(ii) Wilful insubordination and breaches of disciplines; and 

(iii) Wilfully idling during working hours; and 

(iv) Causing thereby loss or damage to the property of the company. 

A formal enquiry in the matter will be conducted by Shri B. D. Desai in 
Costi Mine’s office on a date and time to be intimated to you by him 
when evidence against you will be recorded in your presence and 
you will be given chance to cross-examine the departmental witnesses 
and later to put up your own evidence and witnesses, if any. You 
are hereby directed to appear for the enquiry as may be scheduled 
with your written explanation to the charges, if any. If you fail 
to do so, the enquiry may be conducted ex-parte.” 

23. It will be clear from the last paragraph of the charge sheet Ex. 5./E that 
a date and time of holding enquiry were not intimated to the employee while 
issuing the charge-sheet, 

24. It appears that notice Ex. 6/E dated 1st October, 1969 was issued by the 
Enquiry Officer to Smt. Rosina Dias. This notice mentions as follows: — 

“Further to the Charge-sheet dated 25th/29th September, 1969 issued to 
you, you are hereby instructed to call at this office at 1-30 p.m. on 
4th October, 1969 for a enquiry in the matter. 

If you fail to report at Costi Mines Office on the above stipulated 
date and time, the enquiry will be conducted ex-parte.” 

25. It is clear from the above notice Ex. 6/E that the actual enquiry was to be 
held on 4th October, 1969 and that intimation about the same was given to the 
employee on 1st October, 1969. It means that the employee was not informed 
about the date of enquiry 7 days in advance as required under clause 20(2) of 
the Certified Standing Orders referred to above. 

26. The report of the Enquiry Officer, Ex. 7/E, shows that the actual enquiry 
took place on 4tb October, 1969, Notice Ex, 0/E shows that the date of enquiry 
was informed on 1st October, 1969. As the date was not informed 7 days in 
advance this has resulted in committing breach of Clause 20(2) of the Certified 
Standing Orders referred to above. Hence the enquiry has taken place in violation 
■'f provisions of the Standing Orders. 

\ During the enquiry, the Enaulry Officer Shri B. D. Desai examined S/Shrl 
B. M. Pawar, Shri Rao, Chemist, and Ramakant H. Borcar as company’s witnesses. 
He also examined Smt. Janem Costi, Smt. Inacina Dias, Smt. Anjanl Naik as 
witnesses on behalf of Smt. Rosina Dias, Smt. Rosina Dias, however, denies 
to have examined witnesses on her behalf during the enquiry. 

27. Statements of these witnesses referred to above are at Ex. 7 /E. 

28. The dispute between the company and Smt, Rosina Dias arose because 
Smt. Rosina Dias refused to work on sample crushing. On account of her refusal 
to obey the order of the company, four charges were levelled against her aa 
mentioned In Ex. 5/E referred to above, and departmental enquiry was held against 
her. 

29. From the material on record it is not understood as to how charge No. Iv 
of ‘‘causing hereby loss or damage to the property of the company” was levelled, 
agamzi «mt, Rosina Dias. It Is not the case of the Company that Smt. Rosina 
Dias was in pv-c^giop of some property of the company and that she caused 
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damage to the property of the company thereby putting the company into loss. 
Her refusal to work on sample crushing does not amount to causing loss or 
damage to the property. 

30. On going through the statement of each witness examined by Shri B. D. 
Desai, Enquiry Officer, it does not appear that any witness has stated that Smt. 
Rosina Dias caused damage to the property belonging to the company. If no 
witness has stated anything regarding the actual damage done to the property 
of the company by Smt. Rosina Dias, it is not understood as to how the enquiry 
officer came to the conclusion that Smt. Rosina Dias caused loss or damage to 
the property of the company. In my opinion the finding of the Enquiry Officer in 
respect of charge No. iv is without any material before him. Similarly the 
finding of the Director Ex. 9/E agreeing with the finding of the Enquiry Officer, 
Ex. 8/E in respect of charge, “causing thereby loss or damage to the' property 
cl the company” Is also without any materia 1 record. It cannot be said that 
the finding of the Enquiry Officer Ex. 8/E and of the Director Ex. 9/E in respec 4 
of this charge regarding loss or damage to the property of the company is proper 
This finding is vitiated, as it is not based on evidence or material on record 
during the Enquiry. 

31. As regards charge No. i. .Wilful and/or habitual disregard or disobedience 
of orders mentioned in charge-sheet Ex. 5/E, the findings of the Enquiry Officer 
in Ex. 8/E, dated 6th October, 1969 Is as follows: — 

“(1) Wilful disobedience,” 

32. The finding of the Director in respect of charge No. i in Ex. 5/E is ‘Wilful 
disregard or disobedience of orders’. It means that the Enquiry Officer Shri B. D 
Desai held Smt. Rosina Dias guilty of wilful disobedience and the Director held 
her guilty of wilful disregard or disobedience of orders. As the Enquiry Officer 
has not held Smt. Rosina Dias guilty of habitual disregard or disobedience ol 
orders and as he has held her guilty of ‘Wilful disobedience only’, the misconduct 
held proved and covered by the charge No. 1 would fall under clause 18(1) (a) 
and not under clause 18(2) (a) of the Standing Orders referred to above. 

33. Charge No. ill against Smt. Rosina Dias as mentioned In Ex. 5/E is ’wilfully 
idling during working hours’. 

34. The Enquiry Officer vide his finding No. 2 has held, that Smt. Rosina Dias 
is guilty of ‘wilful idling during working hours’. The Director has also agreed 
with this finding of the Enquiry Officer. Misconduct covered by charge No. iii 
In Ex. 5/E falls under clause 18(1) (j) of the Certified Standing Orders. 

35. As regards charge No. il mentioned in Ex. 6/E ‘wilful Insubordination 
and breaches of discipline’, the Enquiry Officer Shri Desai in his finding Ex. 8/E 
has not given any finding in respect of this charge. In the absence of any finding 
it will have to be taken that he has not held this charge proved. The Directoi 
in his finding Ex. 9/E has not also considered this point and given any findln* 
In respect of this charge. Hence it is to be taken that the charge No. ii has no 1 
been established. Even if it is taken for the sake of argument that this charg< 
is established, the misconduct covered by charge No. ii in respect of ’wilful insub' 
ordination and breaches of 'discipline’ falls under clause 18(1) (b). 

30. Shri B. D. Desai, Enquirv Officer’s finding Ex. 8]E mentions that Smt. Posina 
Dias is guilty of ‘negligent and careless in her duties’. If we look Into the 
original charge-sheet Ex. 5/E, mentioned in para. 22 above, there Is no chh *?e 
against Smt. Rosina Dias to the effect that Smt. Rosina Dias is negligent and 
careless in her duties. As there was no specific charge in this respect, holding 
Smt. Rosina Dias guilty of negligent and careless in her duties by the Enquiry 
Officer in his finding Ex. 8./E capnot be said to be proper and fair. How can be 
Tecord a finding in this respect without having a charge against Smt. Rosina Dias. 
Even the Director has not mentioned in his findings Ex. 9/E that Smt. Rosina Dias 
was guilty of ‘negligent and, careless in her duties’. Hence I am of the view 
that the finding of the Enquiry Officer Ex, 8/E in respect of negligent and careless 
in her duties is improper. 

37. It will be clear from the above discussions that the misconduct, held proved 
during the enquiry, by the Enquiry Officer, in respect of charges falls under 
clause 18(1) of the Certified Standing Orders. It is specifically mentioned that 
misconduct falling under either of the clause 1841) (a) to (m) would be punish-ftMo 
by giving warning, censure or fine upto 2 per cent. Of his or her wages 1” month. 
An employee cannot be dismissed for misconduct falling uni'"- >*ny on e of the 
clauses 18(1) (a) to (m). As the misconduct, he!d prov«J- during + he o’ici'bv by 
the Enquiry Officer does not fall under clauses 18(2) (a) to (x), the punishment 



■Sec. 3(H)] THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: JULY 31, 1 97 1 /SRAVANA 9, 1893 3961 


<of dismissal awarded under clause 18(2) of the Standing Orders cannot be said 
to be in accordance with the provisions of the Standing Orders. 

33. In the present case, the defence of Smt. Rosina Dias is that she was not 
prepared to work on sample crushing because she was employed from the begin- 
ning on the work of repairs and maintenance of roads and because she was getting 
the work of repairs and maintenance of roads done from the labourers under her 
supervision. Smt. Rosina Dias wants to say that she is justified in refusing to 
obey the. orders of the company to work on sample crushing because It was not her 
duty. In view of this defence it was absolutely necessary for the Enquiry Officer 
to consider whether her refusal was justified of not. The Enquiry Oflicer has not 
considered the case from this point of view. It means that he has not applied his 
mind and considered the case properly. I am therefore of the view that the enquiry 
held by the Enquiry Officer and his findings are not proper and fair and that his 
findings are vitiated. 

39. The Director has mentioned in his order dated 7/13-10-1909, Ex. 9/E, as 
'follows: — 

“ You are aware that you have been recruited as a labourer and no 

change in your status or position was ever effected and/or intimated 
to you. As a labourer you had to attend whatever manual work that 
had been entrusted to you and it is definitely unusual to note that you 
refused to work as a labourer even after noticing that other female 
labourers who had been your co-workers all along attending to the 
same. The Enquiry Oflicer, has, therefore rightly held you guilty of 
the charges levelled againht you viz.: 

(i) Wilful disregard or disobedience of orders; 

(ii) Wilfully Idling during working hours; and 

flii) Causing thereby loss or damage to the property of the Company 
and I agree with his findings 

40. The Company has examined, Shri B. M. Pawar, Section Head, at Ex, 27/E 
before me. 

41. According to Shri Pawar, as per Mines Act, FORM ‘B’ Register has to be 
maintained. In this Register there is column styled as class or kind of employ- 
ment. In this Register it is shown in this column against the name of each worker 
to which class he /she belongs. This classification is done In consultation with the 
Mines Manager. From ‘B' Register of the employees for the years from 1964 to 
1969. Ex. 28/E, he says that against the names of labouers mentioned al S. Nos. 51 
to 55, it is mentioned in the column of class or kind of employment that he or she 
is a road labourer. 

42. From the Register produced on record, it is crystal clear that Smt. Rosina 
Dias was employed in the company to work as female road labour, It also appears 
from this Register that in case of employees employed for the work of sample 
crushing, it has been specifically mentioned that they are employed for sample 
crushing work. 

43. The company also mentions in Ex. 1/E, para. 2, that prior to 3-9-1969 Smt. 
Rosina Dias was allotted the work of a labourer on repairs and maintenance of 
roads. Shri Rosina Dias Ex, 13/W and her witnesses viz. Shri Arjun Nair Ex. 12/ 
W, Shri Jagnath Ganpath Jaide, Ex. 14/W, and Smt, Kesar Mahadeo Naik, Ex. 15/ 
W speak about the nature of work done by her on repairs and maintenance of 
Toads. 

44. Smt. Rosina Dias has produced documents at Ex. 18/W to 23/W which show 
that the implements required for working in connection with repairs and mainte- 
ance of roads used to be issued to her right from 1956. Her case is that these 
implements used to be issued to her on her responsibility and that she used to 
distribute them to the employees working under her and used to collect them alter 
the work was over. In her cross-examination it was suggested to her that she 
was given this work because she was the senior-most employee. In any case there 
can be no doubt that some responsible work in connection with the repairs and 
maintenance of roads was entrusted to her. 

45. It is contended that the evidence on behalf of Smt. Rosina Dias be not be- 
Hdved because they have got grudge against the company because some of them 
have been dismissed. In my opinion this is no ground to reject their evidence 
but their evidence has to be considered with caution. Some of the witnesses exa- 
mined were working under her on repairs and maintenance of roads. Their names 
are In the Form ‘B’ Register showing that they were employed for doing the work 
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on repairs and maintenance of roads. In view of these facts, the evidence of these' 
witnesses deserve reliance. 

46. The company contends in Ex. 1/E, paragraph 2 that as the work of the road 
was over, Smt. Rosina Dias was asked to work in the crushing plate section on 
the afternoon of 3-9-1969. Shri Pawar admits in his evidence that the repairs and 
maintenance of roads was not closed permanently. Evidence on record shows that 
this work goes on continuously. ' As this work was not permanently closed, there 
was no justification for the management to ask the employee specifically employed 
to work on repairs and maintenance of roads, to work on sample crushing. 

47. From the evidence of Smt. Rosina Dias, her witnesses, documents Ex, 18/ 
W to 23/W and the Form ‘B’ Register produced on record at Ex, 28/E, there can 
be no doubt that Smt. Rosina Dias was specifically employed to work on repairs and 
maintenance of roads and that she was doing this work right from the beginning. 

48. Shri Pawar, Ex. 27/E, says that Smt. Rosina Dias was asked to work on 
sample crushing on some occasions prior to 3-9-1969. In support of this contention, 
there is no documentary evidence on record. He only says from his memory that 
Smt. Rosina Dias was given this work 5-6 times between the period from 1961 to 
3rd September 1969. He cannot however give the date and month on which Smt. 
Rosina Dias was asked to work on sample crushing. He only relies on his memory 
in this respect, In my opinion his memory cannot be trusted because he does not 
even remember the actual year in which he joined the head office as Section Head, 
The evidence on record clearly shows that Smt. Rosina Dias was working on repairs 
and maintenance of roads. 

49. As Smt, Rosina Dias was employed specifically for doing the work on repairs 
and maintenance of roads, as appears from the entries in the ‘B’ Register Ex. 28/E, 
she was justified in refusing to work on sample crushing, as it was a different type 
of work and as she was not employed for that work. 

50. In Standing Orders there is a clause viz. 24(c) which relates to transfers. 
That clause is as follows: — 

“All workmen shall be liable to be transferred in exigencies of work from 
one department to another or from one station to another or from 
one iron ore mine to another under the same ownership provided that 
by reason of such transfers the wages, grade, continuity and other 
conditions of service of the workmen are not adversely affected and 
provided further that reasonable notice is given of such transfers. 
The workmen concerned shall be paid the actual transport charges plus 
50 per cent thereof to meet incidental charges.” 

51. In the present case, from the Form 'B’ Register Ex. 28/E, it Is crystal clear 
that as Smt. Rosina Dias was employed for doing the work on repairs and mainten- 
ance of roads specifically, this was her service condition. This could not be changed 
by transferring her to some other work, 

52. In the present case the management had not given any written notice about 
the change of service conditions. They gave oral order regarding her transfer. This 
was not proper. 

53. In view of the fact that Smt. Rosina Dias was employed for doing specific 
work, the Director’s observations in lils order Ex, 9/E, that she was recruited as a 
labourer and no change in her status or position was ever effected cannot be said 
to be correct and consistent with the documents with them, 

54. In the letter Ex. 11/E, dated 0th November, 1969 by which Smt. Rosina Dias 
was dismissed, the Director has observed that Smt. Rosina Dias has admitted her 
misconduct and asked for pardon, Considering her admission and agreeing with 
the finding of the Enquiry Officer he dismissed her from the service. 

55. Ex. 10/E, dated 28th October, 1969 bears the thumb mark of Smt. Rosina 
Dias. By tins letter addressed to the Director she says that she should be pardoned 
for the' guilt committed by her and that she would do whatever work she was asked 
to do. 

56.. Smt. Rosina Dias tries to make out a case that she gave her thumb mark on 
this letter because she was assured that she would be reinstated to her original 
post and pardoned. It may be that she might have given the thumb mark thinking 
that she would be pardoned and mercy would be shown to her. 
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57 Even 11 Smt. Rosina Dias has claimed pardon, there was no justification lor 
dismissing her Irom the service. In view of my finding that the misconduct held 
proved by the Enquiry Officer falls under clause 18 (1) of the Standing Orders and 
not under clause 1.8(2) of the Standing Orders, the dismissal of Smt. Rosina Dias 
by the Director was not justified 

58 In short it will be clear from the above discussions that the domestic enquiry 
held against Smt. Rosina Dias was not proper. lair and In accordance with the pro- 
visions ot the Standing Orders applicable to the employees of M/s. Cnowgule and 
Company Private Ltd., Mormugao and that the enquiry is vitiated and that Lie 
dismissal of Smt. Rosina Dias with effect from 6th November, 1969 is not justified. 

59 It may be contended that even if the enquiry is set aside, this Tribunal has 
to consider the evidence on record and find out whether the dismissal of Smt. Rosina 
Dias was justified. 


60 On evidence before me, already discussed and considered above, I find that 
Smt, Rosina Dias was justified in refusing to work on sample crushing because she 
was' employed to work on repairs and maintenance of roads and not for sample 
crushing As she was justified in refusing to work on sample crushing, she could 
not be held guilty of wilful disobedience or Insubordination and breaches of disci- 
pline or disregard of orders or any other charge. Hence her dismissal is not justi- 
fied. Hence my finding on point Nos. (ii) to (iv) are as above. 


Points Nos. (v) and (vi): 

61. As Smt. Rosina Dias’s dismissal is not justified she is entitled to be reins- 
tated. 


02. Evidence on record shows that she is without employment since the date of 
her dismissal. There is no evidence on record to show that she was employed 
somewhere and that she was making any earning. I am therefore of the view that 
she should be given all wages and benefits with effect from the date of her dismissal 
till the date of her reinstatement. She will also be entitled to continuity of service. 

63. In view of the above findings, I pass the following order: — 

Drdkr 

(i) It is hereby declared that the dismissal of Smt. Rosina Dias with eilect 
from 6th November, 1900 by Messrs, Chowgule and Company Private 
Limited, Mormugao Harbour is not justified and that she is entitled 
to be reinstated with continuity of service and back wages and all 
benefits from the date of dismissal till the date of her reinstatemevt 
to her original post. 

(11) Award is made accordingly. 

(iii) Parties to bear their own costs. 


(Sd.) N. K. VANI, Presiding Officer, 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal No, 2, 
Bombay. 

Annexure 'A’ 

Ex-2/W 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO 2 

AT BOMBAY ' 

Reference No. CGIT-2/8 of 1970 

Employer in relation to M/s Chowgule & Co. Pvt. Ltd., Margogoa Harbour. Goa. 

And 


Their Workmen 

In the matter of the dismissal of Shrimatl Rosina Dias— female worker 
Ployed in the Costi Mines of the Company with effect from 6th November 1969. 

Statement of Claims of the Worker 
May It please the Honourable Tribunal. 

Th » of toy Rs Order in the Ministry of Labour , Employ, 

ment and Rehabilitation (Department of Labour and Emplovment) No 8/21 /70- 
LR-IV, dated 22nd September 1970 in pursuance of the powers conferred bv Cl raj* 
of sub-section (1) of section 10 of th 2 Industrial Di S put es Act l947 a4 of l94^ 
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has been pleased to make a reference of this dispute for adjudication to this 
Honourable Tribunal. 

2. Messrs Chowgule and Company Private Limited is a Private limited Com- 
pany now. registered under tile Indian Companies Act working tor gains in the 
Iron Ore Industry of Goa territory. The company started mining operation some 
25 years ago In Goa. Messrs Chowgule and Company Private Limited is one of 
the biggest iron ore mining concerns in the Union territory of Goa and has ir " 
employment over 2,000 workmen. It has highly mechanised mines in Goa bur. 
started mining in a very primitive stage when, hundreds of workmen were employ- 
ed on piece rates and daily rate of wages to develop the mines through physical 
labour. Today it is a leading mining concern owning a Palatization Plant the: 
first ol' its kind in Goa territory. 

3. Besides the Costi Mine in the Coilem hills 1 where the present dispute has 
arisen the Company owns major mines at Sirigao, Pali, Saljini, Tudo, Neturlem 
Cauveri Sacorda etcetera. Shrimati Rosani Dias was first employed at the Costi 
Mines and was asked to bring a group of workers male and female to work, 
under her. She was to supervise the development work on the mine through her 
gang of workers but she was not paid any commission but kept on a daily rate of 
payment. She was paid at the rate of a male worker at the rate of Rs. 21 - 
per day in consideration of the fact that she had to supervise the work of others. 
A female labourer ait that time was paid at the rate of Re 1/- per day. This 
work was carried out by her to the complete satisfaction of the Management and 
she was transferred to various mines according to the exigencies of work and has 
worked at the Cost Mine Doari Mine, Saljini Mine, Tudo Mine, Neturlem Mine, 
Cauveri Mine. Sacorda Mine and was before her dismissal working at the Costi 
Mine. 

4. The nature of work of Shrimati Rosani Dias was always to get work done 
from the labourers working under her and she has never physically done the work 
of a labourer herself. She was paid for her efforts on a daily rate of payment 
which was always higher than that received by the other labourers working under 
her in consideration of the supervisory character of her work. Before her dis- 
missal from service her rate of payment was Rs. 4.50 per day which had steadily: 
arisen from the earliest days when her payment per day wps only Rs. 2/- per 
day and had been first raised to Rs. 2.50 per day, Rs. 3.00 per day and with the 
coming of the Wage Board for Iron Ore Mining Industry to Rs. 4.50 per day. 
The workers working under her on the daily rate of payment were paid at the 
rate of Rs. 3.50 or Rs. 4/- per day. 

5. Some one year before the Government of India took action to liberate 
the territory of Goa Daman and Diu all the daily rated workers were issued 
Attendance Cards which they had to punch at the time machine. She was paid 
her wages every month and was a fixed labourer in the Company records. She 
has been working at the Costi Mines from 1955 and was only for short periods, 
of a few months sent to other mines for work with her gang of workers and 
she was offered transport to take her gang of workers to the other mines. For a 
continuous period of some 10 to 11 years Shrimati Rosani Dias was assigned work 
on maintenance of Roads and She had to supervise the workers both male and 
female working under her. This road maintenance work was carried out through- 
out the year because of the heavy traffic on the mining roads. The road main- 
tenances! work was never slackened even during the monsoon months and was 
an undertaking that was continuous and daily. 

0. Among the workers who were working under Shrimati Rosian Dias on 
the road maintenance work at the Cost Mine were Shrimati Rukmani Palienkar, 
Zalu Shlrodker, Zone Costi, Sayatri Costi, Anjini MIrabag, Sundari Mirabag, Vovol 
Mirabag, Shakuntali Mirabag, Mangai Mirabag, Babu Costi, Jalram Palekar, Keseri 
Shirodcar, Inaciano Dias and Barbina Vaz and others. 

7. In the course of her long employment with the Company Shrimati Rosani 
Dias was personally knowing the top management and directors of the Company 
like Laximanrao Chowgule, Eswantrao Chowgule, V. D. Chowgule (V. D. Sahib) 
and often these proprietors used to come personally and give directions for the 
proper maintenance oj the road so that the Trucks and Vehicles could run pro- 
perly Besides the gang of Road labourers working under Shrimati' Rosani Dias 
there were no other workers employment in the Roard Maintenance section. 
There was also no supervisor appointed to look after the road maintenance and 
the work of maintenances and its proper work on the road was entrusted entirely 
to Shrimati Rosani Dias. 

8 The Union states that Shrimati Rosani Dias was working for the Company 
for a continuous period of ten years on the Road maintenance work and that she 
was entrusted to look after her gang of ■workers; jand see that this work was 
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properly done. That although she was not designated as a Supervisor she for all 
practical purposes was supervising the road maintenances work at the Costi Mine 
and attend to this work efficiently. 

9. That some time in the month of September 19(59 she was suddenly shifted 
from her regu ar work and asked to work as an ordinary labourer in the Sampling 
and Crushing room and was issued by order a Hammer for the purpose of crushing 
stones. She had politely to.d her immediate superior the Mine Manager one Mr. 
Rebeilo that she was not a labourer in the sense that she did physical work of 
a labourer and that the crushing of sampling stones was not her work and she 
had never done this work during the 21 v rare 0 . service that she bad put in 
in the company. 

10. She was however insulted by the Mines Manager and asked to do this 
work or get out. Shrimati Rcsani Eiias however maintained that she was not 
used to this work and that her assigned duties was on the Read where she had 
worked for the last ten years at the Costi Mine. Her protest however fell on deaf 
ears and she was forced to do the work. 

11. Shrimati Rosanl Dias seeing that the management was adamant in their 
attitude and had wanted to harms her and although the road maintenance work 
still continued she was shifted away from the road maintenance work and made 
to work in the sampling and crushing room. That in the process of doing this 
work she got blisters on her hands and that she showed these blisters to the 
Mines Manager who however was adamant and asked her to get out of the cfllce 
and resign her job if she could not do this work. That she fell ill out of frustra- 
tion and a Medical Certificate through Dr. Armandc of Navelim-Company Doctor 
was presented to the Office- She was absent from duty for some 12 days on 
grounds of iLness. 

12. Shrimati Rosanl Dias was given a Show Cause Notice dated 4th September. 
1969 for alleged ‘absconding from the work place’ i.e. the Sampling room. She 
had replied in writing to this show cause notice to say that she was always work- 
ing on the Road maintenance and was working in the capacity of a overseer or 
‘mulkadumi’ to see that the work was properly done end that she had never been 
asslgned actual physical work of a labourer. Her explanation was not accented 
and the next day i.e. 5th September, 1969 she was issued chargeshect for: (1) 
Disobedience of orders (2) Insubordination and breach of discipline (3) Idling during 
working hours, absenting from work place without prior perm is Yon. and was. 
warned that she was liable for severe disciplinary action. 

13. Shrimati jRosani Dias however maintained that she was appointed tor 
the road maintenance work and that; she did not know the work in the sampling 
section of the company anct the work with the crushing hammer had produced 
blisters on her hand. On this the Mines Manager stopped all the work on the 
Road Maintenance section and sent all the labourers doing road repair home. 
She was then told that as the repair work was discontinued she will have to 
work In the sampling section which she did to the best of her ability under pro- 
test. After about five days the Road repair work was or.ce again started but 
Shrimati Rosani Dias was not sent to her original place of work but was issued 
a letter dated 25th/2i)th September, 1939 which once again enumerated the points- 
in the Chargeshcet and said : 

"You have been working at the Cost! Mines as a labourer since 1961. It 
has been reported that recently you were given the work on repairs 
and maintenance of roads. As the work of road was over, you were- 
attend to this saying that you will work only on road.s You thus 
in the afternoon session of 3rd September, 1969. You refused to 
attend to this saying that you will work only on roads. You thus 
remained Idle for A day on 3rd September, 1969. On 4th September. 
1960 you were again asked to start work in the crushing plate which 
you again refused saying that you will work only on road and that 
you are not a labourer, but a road mukadam. Shri B. M. Power, 
Office Assistant told you Immediately then that you have been a 
labourer ail along and a decision to promote you as a mukadam has 
not been taken by the Management and that you have to continue 
working as a labourer in the crushing plate as the work of roads Is 
now over. To this you again refused. You were then told that such 
refusal on ybur part constitutes serious misconduct and (he matter 
will have to be reported to the Head Office and strict disciplinary 
action taken. Tb this you replied ‘I don’t core. I will work only 
as a Mukadam and that too on roads only.’ 
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‘‘It is further reported that you have since then continued to refuse to 
work and have remained Idle till 24th September, 1969.” 

This letter further enumerated the charges as stated ip I Ue Charge-sheet and 
said that a formal enquiry in the matter will be conducted by Shri B. D Dessai 
in Costi Mines Ofllce. 

14. After this letter dated 29th September, 1969 Shrimati Rosani Dias received 
another letter dated 1st October, 1969 asking her to appear for an enquiry into 
the charges made against her at 1-30 p.m. on 4th October, 1969 Shrimati Rosani 
Dias had attended the Enquiry ad conducted by Shri B. D. Dessai at the Costi 
Mine Office. No complainant was examined at the Enquiry. Statements of some 
workers were recorded from the sampling section and Shrimati Rosani Dias was 
not asked to cross-question these witnesses produced by the Company. No State- 
ment from Shrimati Rosani Dias was recorded and the charges as levelled against 
her were not read out to her and her explanation recorded. The enquiry was 
thus only a formal affair and the enquiry was over within fifteen minutes. Shri- 
mati Rosani Dias did not admit the charges at the enquiry, 

15. Hereafter on the 7th/ 13th October Shrimati (Rosani Dias was given another 
letter. This letter says that ‘Muring the enquiry the departmental Witnesses 
Messrs Fawar and Rao have clearly stated to the Enquiry Officer that you refused 
to work in the Crushing Plate os instructed and have continued to refuse to work 
and have kept yourself idle while on scheduled duty with effect from 3rd Septem- 
ber, 1969 onwards till 23rd September, 1969” However these sn called witnesses 
were not examined in the presence of Shrimati Rosani Dias and although they 
were! present in the Enquiry Officers room no statements from these gentlemen 
were recorded. 

16. The Union states that the Enquiry was one sided and that the findings of 
the enquiry Officer as stated to have been made In the letter addressed to Shri- 
mati Rosani Dias dated 7th/l3th October, 1969 were perverted and based on 
statements made by witnesses who were not at all examined at the departmental 
enquiry. That to that extent the enquiry is vitiated and bad in law and in viola- 
tion of the company standing orders. 

17. It is also the contention of Shrimati Rosani Dias that she was not an 
ordinary labourer doing ordinary manuel work but by tradition and convention 
had always worked ns a overseer ever other labourers for which she was paid 
wages, more and above than the ordinary labourers received. That she had never 
In the past worked physically as a labourer and therefore the contention of the 
Director in his letter dated 7th/ 13th October, 1969 which says ‘‘you are aware 
that you have been recruited as a labourer and no change in your status or 
position was ever effected and/or intimated to you” is a fiction because the nature 
of the work and not the designation will decide the category of work. It is further 
wrongly stated In the letter that ‘Mrs. Jani Costi’ was produced as a witness on 
behalf of Shrimati Rosani Dias because she had not produced a single witness 
at the Enquiry. 

18. The Union hence states that the findings and decision of the Director propos- 
ing to dismiss the worker Shrimati Rosani Dias Is based on an enquiry that Is 
perverted and one sided and which has not given the full facts of the circumstances 
on which she had refused to work In the sampling crushing department. That 
the Director was misled by not reporting correctly on the nature of the work 
assigned to Shrimati Rosani Dias who has simply been termed to be that of a 
labourer when she had never done, in the past, the simple work of a labourer 
and that therefore the conclusions as reached by the Director proposing to dismiss 
this worker are not based on facts and should be set aside. (Copy of the letter 
dated 7th/13th September, 1969 enclosed and marked as Annexure A). 

19. Shrimati Rosani Dias who was ill had not been placed under suspension 
during the period of her enquiry or even subsequent to the enquiry. She was 
111 as reported for a period of 12 days against medical attestation. She was asked 
to meet the Director at Marmagoa Harbour and when she called at the Head 
Office she was not allowed to see the Director and on the contrary was interviewed 
by one Mr. Kadam the Personnel Officer who brought to her attention that her 
son Rockey Dias was involved in a theft case and because of this It has been 
decided to dismiss her from service. She said that she had nothing to do with 
any misconduct that Shri Rocky Diass may be involved in. He further told her 
that she could not see the Director and informed her to give In writing that she 
had erred on which the Director would put her in service on the Road. She how- 
ever protested that she could not seek pardon because she had not committed 
any offence for which a dismissal Is being Imposed against her. She requested 
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that she be allowed to meet the Director personally as she knew the Director. 

She was however not allowed to meet the Director and although the Letter dated 
7th/ 13th October, 1969 had said "I therefore call upon you to explain within 4 
days from the date of receipt of this letter either personally or in Writing to me 
why the proposed punishment should not be Imposed against you” in actual 
practice it was made impossible for her to meet the Director, She was told by 
the personnel Officer Mr. Kadam that she could not meet the Director that she 
should seek pardon on which the Director would reinstate her on her former job 
on the Road maintenance section. She was asked to meet the officials on the 
Costi Mine and send such a letter Immediately and he would see that she is put 
back on her work. 

20. On going back from the Head Office to the Costi Mine she reported what 
had taken place at the Head Office and that she was not allowed to meet the 
Director and reported what the Personnel Officer had said. She was here told 
that a letter will be written by Mr. Suresh the Clerk and on the instance of Mr. 
Pawar the Senior Clerk a letter in Marathi was written on which her thumb 
impression was taken. This letter is the one reported by the Company in their 
Written statement in which it is stated that the worker has admitted her guilt. 
She had saught reinstatement and had not agreed to any guilt for alleged mis- 
conduct. She was also asked to wiate thig letter on the false pretence that she 
would be put back on the road repair maintenance work. 

21. After this she received her dismissal letter dated 30th October, 1069, 6 th 
November, 1969 which said “further to this office memo to you dated 13th Octo- 
ber, 1969 calling upon you to explain why the punishment of dismissal from service 
without notice or compensation In lieu should not be imposed upon you and to 
your written submission thereto dated 28th October. 1969, you are hereby inform- 
ed that you have again admitted in the said submission that the misconduct has 
been committed by you, ‘'Further you have begged for pardon.” “It is therefore, 
directed with regret, that you should be dismissed from service as proposed.” 

22. This Honourable Tribunal is asked to decide “whether the Management of 
Messrs Chowgule and Company Private Limited, Marmagoa Harbour Vasco da 
Gama is justified in their action dismissing Shrlmatl Rosani Dias ex-female labour 
employed at the Costi Mines with effect from 6 th November, 1969? If not, to 
what relief is the workman entitled?” 

23. It is respectfully submitted that the action of dismissal Imposed against 
Shrimati Rosani Diag is unjustified and not called for in consideration of the fact 
that the order asking her to work as a labourer in the Sampling Crushing section 
transferring her services from the Road repairing section was an unreasonable 
order, Her mere refusal to work in the sampling section where the nature of 
work was different and completely new does not amount to refusal of work and 
disobedience of orders and Insubordination and breach of discipline”. “When a 
workmen who Is not accustomed to a particular kind of new work given to him 
refuses to do that work out of fear of doing the work wrongly or inefficiently 
and not out of a desire wilfully to disobey the orders issued to him by his superior, 
his conduct does not amount to wilful disobedience and his dismissal is not justi- 
fied” (vide Bum and Co. Ltd., Vs. Their Workmen — 1959— — LLJ-I-450), 

24. In the instance ease Shrimati Rosani Dias has a good service in the company 
of over 21 years. She has almost passed a lifetime In the Company service. She 
was doing road maintenance work with a gang of labourers and she was solely 
obliged to look after this work in the capacity of a overseer or supervisor or 
mukadam although her designation In the company books may have been one of 
labourer. She was ho-wever from the nature of her work pot a labourer in the 
strict sense of this term. She was given an Order to do crushing work in the 
Sampling Section which she had never done before and which she pointed out to 
her superiors. She refused to do this work In protested against the unreasonableness 
of the order and not because she did not want to carry out the company work. 
The Road maintenance work is a permanent work and it has been evident that 
the Road work had never been stopped when the order was passed transferring 
her to the Sampling section. There seems to be some other reason to dismiss 
her from service and the local Mines Manager from his attitude seemed to have 
been bent on harrassing this worker and they making out a chargesheet of wilful 
disobedience of superior orders. 

25. It b submitted that the dismissal has not been proceeded by a fair and 
Impartial enquiry and the findings of the Enquiry Officer of the basis of his one- 
sided enquiry and without giving an opportunity to the chargesheeted worker to 
hear the complaints against her amounts to be unfair enquiry which Is vitiated 
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and biased. That the service record of this worker establishes that the nature 
ot work entrusted to her amount to be! that of a mukadurn or overseer which 
she has maintained throughout in her replies to the chargesheet and her subse- 
auent statements as quoted by the management. She has been consistent and 
^mvinced that she was not an ordinary labourer and the Management after thia 
worker has worked in the capacity ot a overseer could not assign her the work 
of ar ordinary labourer and she would be justified in refusing to do this work, 
of this the workman has not refused to do the work and worked actually 
g ting blisters on her hand and until she fell 111. 

26. That the dismissal of this worker is unjustified and uncalled ior, for the 
reasons as already stated above and should be set aside. That the Company 
management has misled the Directors into taking this action against this old worker 
who has had a long and unb’emished service in the Company and the lull tacts 
of the nature of work being done by this female labourer has not been put before 
the Directors and neither is the report of the Enquiry Officer submitted after 
holding a fair and impartial enquiry. The dismissal is therefore unjust, unfair 
and in violation of the principles of natural justice, the enquiry conducted on the 
basis of the chargesheet is vitiated and the finding perverted and not based op 
facts. The worker is not guilty of any breach of discipline of wilful disobedience 
of reasonable orders because the orders themselves are vicious and illegal consider- 
ing the nature of the work that Shrimali Rosanj Dias was doing in, the company 
for a continuous period of ten years. 

27. The contentions of the Management in the Written Statement submitted by 

the Company are denied as untrue and a traversity of the truth. That Shiimatl 
Rosanl Dias has always maintained that she was not an ordinary labourer as the 
nature of her work will establish. That she had never refused the reasonable 
orders of her superiors and that if at all she was made to write to the Directors 
asking for pardon as stated by the Company this also was extracted from her 
On false pretenees and with a purpose of trying to prove something that was 
never established in the enquiry. That the Management made it impossible for 

the worker to place her case before the Directors so that she would personally 

dispel all doubts that the onesided enquiry was trying to make out against her. 
That the whole paraphernalia oil chargesheet, enquiry and subsequent letters is 
on.y an empty show put up on behalf of the Company management to dismiss 
this female worker because of the prejudice or enmity shown by one of the Mines 
Managers who did not desist from Insulting this female labourers. That the whole 
action to transfer her from hen normal duties to the unusual work of crushing 
stones was preplanned and plotted against her with a view to getting rid of 
her services. That the intention was mala Me when the transfer order was 
given and not because of the exigencies of work as the road maintenance and 

repair work is a permanent work on alt minet and cannot be slackened at any 

period of the year. 

28. That Shrlmati Rosanl Dias has been put to great hardship and is greatly 
aggrieved by the order of dismissal imposed against her after 21 years of service 
that she being a married woman coming from a poor family with four growing 
children has been deprived of her livelihood. She therefore claims reinstatement 
with full back wages and other benefits and craves that the dismissal against her 
be set aside ond she be allowed to continue m the work that she has a l ways 
done In the Company of the repair and maintenance of roads on the mines which 
Bhe has look after for the last ten years without there being any note against 
her. 

For and on behalf of Shrlmati Rosani Dias. 

(Sd.) George Vaz, 

General Secretary. 


Dated this 17th day of February 1971. 

Verification 

I George Vaz do hereby stale under solemn affirmation that the statements as 
recorded above are true to the best of my know.edge, belief and information. 

(Sd,) George Vaz. 


Assonora: 17th February, 1971. 

Goa Mining Labour Welfare Union 
Assonora, Bardes, Goa. 
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Annexure "A” 

CHOWGULE & COMPANY PRIVATE LIMITED 

Head Office 
Mrs. Rosani Dias 
Labourers, 

Costi Mine. 

Date: 7th/13th October, 1969. 

I have carefully considered : 

(1) The chargeshect against you dated 29th September, I960. 

(2) The record of the proceedings of the departmental enquiry held on 4th 

October, 1969, and 

(3) The Enquiry Officer’s report of findings dated 6 th October, 1969. 

During the enquiry the departmental witnesses Messrs Pawar and Rao have-. 

clearly stated to the Enquiry Officer that you refused to work in the Crushing 
Plate as instructed and have continued to refuse to work and have kept yourself 
idle while on scheduled duty with effect from 3rd September 1969 onwards till 
23rd September 1969. It was a repeated and al deliberate refusal on your part 
in the sense that you refused to work a number of times and continued to refuse 
even though you were made aware about its serious consequences. The testimony 
of the departmental witnesses remained unchallenged on record? of the enquiry 
by you even though sufficient opportunity of cross-examination was offered to 
you. On the other hand your own witness Mrs. Janem Costi stated that you did 
not work in the Crushing plate, saying that you will not do anything except 
"road repair-supervision work”. 

You are aware that you have been recruited as a labourer and no change in 
your status or position was ever effected and or intimated to you. As a labourer 
you had to attend to whatever manuel work that had been entrusted to you and 
it is definitely unusual to note that you refused to work as a labourer even after- 
noticing that the other female labourers who had been your co-workers held you. 
guilty of the charges levelled against you, viz: 

(i) wilful disregard or disobedience of orders; 

(ii) wilfully idling during working hours; and 

(iii) causing thereby loss or damage to the property of the company and I 

agree with his findings. 

The misconduct committed by you is very serious and in the interest of main- 
taining strict discipline at the work-place. It is proposed that you should be, 
dismissed from servive without, notice or compensation in lieu but before doing 
so, I would hereby call, upon you to explain within 4 days from the date of receipt 
by you of this letter either personally or in writing to me why the proposed,, 
punishment should not be imposed upon you. If you fail to so explain withip 
the stipulated time, it will be presumed that you have nothing to say and in this 
respect the orders will be finalised accordingly. 

(Sd.) Y. D. Chowgule, 
Director, 

Annexure 'B' 

Ex-l/E 

Telephone: 203, 215, 229, 

Telegram: ‘Chowguleco’ 

Mormugao 

CHOWGULE & Co. PRIVATE LTD. 

Directors: V. D. Chowgule, L.D Chowgule. Y. D. Chowgule, Registered Office; 

Mormugao Harbour 
Goa-India 

By Registered Post A.D. 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 

LABOUR COURT NO, 2. 

Reference No. CG1T-2/0 of 1970/7016/70 
Employers In relation to M/s. Chowgule & Co. Pvt. Ltd., Mormugao Harbour (Goa) 

And 

Their Workmen (Mrs. Rosina Diss) 
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Written Statement of Messrs Chowgule and Co. Pvt. Ltd, 

1 . Mrs. Rosina Dias, the workman concerned joined Chowgule & Co. Ltd. (since 
changed to Chowgule & Co. Pvt. Ltd.) as a female labourer on 9t.h August 1981 
at their Costl Mines. The nature of her duties was to work os a labourer at any- 
place indicated by the Company. 

2. Prior to 3rd September 1969 the said Mrs. Rosina Dias was allotted the work 
of a labourer on repairs and maintenance of roads. As the work of the road was 
over, she was asked to work in the crushing plate for crushing the iron ore lumps 
on the afternoon of 3rd September, 1069. However, she refused to attend to the 
work In the crushing plate stating that she would work only on roads. She thus 
remained idle for half day on 3rd September, 1969. 

3. On 4th September, 1969 she was again asked to start work in the crushing 
plale which she again refused stating that she will work only on the roads and 
stating further that she was not a labourer but a road mucadam. She was told 
by Shri B. M. Pawar, Office Assistant, that she had always been a labourer and that 
she had not been promoted as a Mucadam by the Management at any time. She 
was further told that she will have to work as a labourer in the crushing plate as 
the work on the roads was over, She again refused to work on the crushing 
plate. She was told that such refusal on her part constitutes serious mis-conduct 
and that the matter will have to be reported to the Head Office for necessary dis- 
ciplinary action. To this she replied “I don't care, I will work only as a Mucadam 
and that too on roads.” 

4. The said Mrs. Rosina Dias thus continued her refusal either to work or work 
whole heartedly till 24th September 1969. On 25th/29th September 1909 she was 
chargesheeted and charged with: 

(i) wilful and/or habitual disregard or disobedience of orders; 

(ii) wilful insubordination and breaches of discipline; 

(iii) wilfully idling during working hours; and 

(iv) causing thereby loss to the Company. 

By the aforesaid chargsheet Shri B. D. Desai was appointed as the Enquiry 
Officer. The said Enquiry Officer held an (inquiry on 4th October, I960 after ser- 
ving a notice of the same on the said Mrs. Rosina Dias who appeared at the enquiry 
and was given opportunity to present her case as well as to cross-examine all the 
witnesses who deposed against her. 

5. The Enquiry Officer by his report dated 6th October, 1969 recommended that 
the said Mrs. Rosina Dias should be charged with: 

(i) wilful disobedience; 

(ii) wilful idling during working hours; 

(iii) negligent and careless in her duties; and 

(Iv) causing thereby loss to the Company, 

The Director of the Company carefully considered the records of the enquiry 
proceedings and the enquiry officer’s report and agreed with the enquiry Officer’s 
findings. By his letter dated 13th October, 1969 the Director called upon Mrs. 
Rosina Dias to show cause why the punishment of dismissal from service should 
not be imposed upon her. In reply to the show cause notice, the said Mrs. 
Rosina Dias by her letter dated 28th October, 1969 admitted her mis-behaviour and 
asked for pardon. By his order dated 6th November, 1969 the Director of the 
Company dismissed her from service with effect from the date of the receipt by her 
of that order. 

6. The Company submits that the said Mrs. Rosina Dias was dismissed from 
service after the charges mentioned above were proved against her at a depart- 
mental enquiry where she was given complete opportunity to cross-examine the 
witnesses who deposed against her as well as to place her own case. The evidence 
at the enquiry clearly proved the charges against Mrs. Rosina Dias, This was 
further strengthened by her own admission contained in her reply dated 28th 
October, 1989 to the show cause notice. 

7. In the circumstances, the Company submits that the Company is justified in 
dismissing the said employee from service with effect from 6th November, 1969. 
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8. The notice to file the written statement was served upon the Company on 
14th October, 1970 but the Company awaited the written statement ot the workman’ 
for filing their rejoinder. Falling to receive such statement from her, the Com-- 
pany begs leave to sunlit their written statement. The delay may* please be' 
excused. A copy of this statement is being sent by registered post to Mrs. Rosina 
Dias as directed by the Tribunal. 


For M/a. Chowgule & Co. Pvt. Ltd. 

Sd/- 

Mormugao, Senior Manager. 

dated: 7th November, 1970. Administrative Department. 

The Company will rely on the following documents: 

(1) The Chargesheet dated 25th/29th September 1989. 

(2) The Record of the Enquiry proceedings dt. 4th Oct. ’C9. 

(3) The Enquiry Officer’s report of findings dated Gth October ’69. 

(4) Papers relating to the dismissal. 

annexube ‘C’ 

EX-3/E 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL, 

COURT NO. 2. 

Ref. No. CGIT-2/8 of 1970. 

Messrs Chowgule & Co. Pvt,, Ltd., Marmugao Harbour, Goa. 

Versus 

Smt. Rosina Dias, Ex-Female Labourer. 

Additional Written Statement of Messrs Chowgule and Company Private Limited,. 

The Statement of claim filed on behalf of Smt, Rosina Dias by the Goa 
Mining 1 Labour Welfare Union has been received by M/s. Chowgule & Co. Pvt. 
Ltd., and the Company begs 1 to file Its rejoinder to the Bame, as under: 

1. The contents of paras 1 and 2 are substantially correct. 

2. With reference to para 3, it is denied that Smt. Rosina Dias was asked to 
bring a group of workers male and female to work under t;" at Cost! Mines. 
It is denied that she had done any supervisory work at any time or that she was 
paid the wages of a male worker in consideration of the alleged supervisory 
work. It is not true that she was paid at the rate of Rs. 2-00 per (Jay as against 
Re. 1 per day paid to other female workers. Smt. Rosina Dias war paid dally 
wages according to the work done by her and taking into consider ... ton her 
seniority. The other workers also were paid daily wages on the same babls. The 
Company will rely on the pay-sheets for the year 1968 and 1969, In support of' 
the above statement. 

3. With reference to paras. 4 and 6, it is denied that Smt. Rosina Dias 
used to get work done through labourers and that she was never doing physi- 
cal work herself or that she was paid a higher rate than the one received by 
other labourers. It is admitted that she was paid at the rate of Rs. 4-60 per 
day when she was dismissed. The Company however states that with the Im- 
plementation of the Wage Board Award all workers paid at the rate of Rs. 4-50 
per day. It is denied that Smt, Rosani Dias was working at Cost! Mines from 
1965 and that she was sent to other mines along with her alleged gang of 
workers, or that she was offered transport to take her gang of workers to other 
mines. It, is denied that she was controlling any gang of workers as falsely 
alleged. It is further denied that, she was continuously on road maintenance 
work Smt, Rosina Dias, like any other labourer, was doing all types of work 
including preparation of mud balls for explosives, sample crushing as alsa 
cleaning of office and other premises. It is not true that one year before the 
liberation all the daily rated workers were issued attendance cards which they 
had to punch at the time machine. It is however true that Smt, Dias was for 
some time put on road maintenance work. But it is false that she was a 
supervisor either by designation or by the nature of the work done by her. 
It is denied that the road maintenance work was continuous as falsely alleged. 
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4. With reference to para 6, it is admitted that the workers referred to there- 
in were working with Smt. Dias but it is denied that they were working under 
her 

5. With reference to para 7, the allegations made in regard to Smt. Dias 
being personally known to the top management are totally irrelevant and the 
Company is advised not to plead thereto. There has never been a road super- 
visor nor is there any to this date. As the quantum and magnitude of the work 
is small, the necessity to appoint a supervisor was never felt by the manage- 
ment. 

6. With reference to para 8, it is denied that Smt. Dias was working for a 
continuous period of 10 years on road maintenance work. According to the re- 
cords available, she has been working for the Company for the 8 years and has 
never worked continuously on any single type of work, road maintenance work 
being only one of the types of work entrusted to her. It is denied that she was 
for all practical purposes supervising the road maintenance work. 

7. With reference to para 9, it is true that in September, 1969, she was asked 
to do the work of a labourer i" the sample crushing room but it is denied that 
she was suddenly shifted from her aileged regular work to that of an ordinary 
worker, It is true that she refused to work from 3rd September, 1969, to 24th 
September, 1969, that being the cause of the enquiry which led to her dismissal. 

8. With reference to para 10, it is denied that Smt. Dias was insulted by the 
'Mines Manager in the manner alleged Or in any other manner. 

9. With reference to para 11, it is denied that she got. blisters on her hands 
or that she was asked to work or resign or that she fell ill owing to frustration 
>or any other cause. It is denied that she was ill during the period of her re- 
fusal to work. 

10. With referencce to paras 12 and 13, the Company states that the Enquiry 
and the dismissal of Smt. Rosina Dias is strictly in conformity with the certified 
Standing Orders, It is denied that Smt. Dias was paid for road maintenance 
work only, She was appointed as a labourer to do all sorts of jobs that a 
labourer would do. It is further denied that the road maintenance work was 
.stopped only to shift her from one type of work to another as falsely alleged. 
As the road maintenance work was over, she was asked to do work in the 
sampling room which she refused to do. 

11. With reference to paras 34 and 15, the Company states that the enquiry 
conducted by Shri B. D. Desai was ini accordance with the provisions of law 
and that Smt. Dias was given ample opportunity to cross-examine the witnesses 
as well as to produce her own evidence. The Company will rely on the report 
of the Enquiry Officer and other related papers in support of the above state- 
ment. 


12. With reference to para 16, it is denied that the enquiry was one sided or 
that the findings of the Enquiry Officer were perverse for the reasons stated or 
for any other reasons. 

13. With reference to para 17. the Company denies that Smt. Dias was a 
supervisor either by designation or by the nature of the work done by her. The 
allegation that Smt, Jam Costi was not produced as her witness is totally false 
as amply proved by the record. 

14. With reference to para 18, the Company denies that the decision of the 
Director to dismiss Smt. Rosina Dias is based on an enquiry which is perverse 
and one sided. It is further denied that the Director wag misled in any manner 
<or that the conclusions reached by the Director to dismiss Smt. Dias ought to be 
set aside for the reason stated or for any other reason. 

15. With reference to para 19. the Company admits that Smt. Dias was not 
suspended during the period of the enquiry. The allegations made against Mr. 
Kadam, the Personnel Officer of the Company, are totally false and are hereby 
denied,' According to the show-cause notice dated 13th October, 1969, propos- 
ing punishment, it was entirely the discretion of Smt. Dias either to see the 
Director personally and give her explanation or to send him her explanation 
tn writing. She chose the latter course and sent her written explanation ad- 
mitting the misconduct and begging for pardon. 

16. With reference to para 20, it is denied that Smt. Dias was induced to fix 
her thumb impression on a letter written by Mr. Suresh at the instance of Mr. 
-Powar as falsely alleged. It is true that Mr. Suresh wrote the letter but that 
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was at the instance of and in accordance with the instruction of Smt. Dias 
herself. 

17. With reference to para 21, the contents thereof are admitted as sub- 
stantially correct. 

18. With reference to para 23, the Company states that the order asking 
.'Smt, Dias to work as a labourer in the sampling or crushing section was lawful 
and not unreasonable, The nature of the work was purely manual and did not 
involve any skill. Flagrant and repeated refusals to obey the orders in con- 
travention of the Standing Orders amounted to a very serious misconduct for 
which the appropriate punishment is one of dismissal without notice. The case 
.law cited by the Union is not relevant to the facts of this case. 

19. With reference to para 24, the Company states that according to their 
record Smt. Dias had only about 8 years service. She had been engaged as 
manual labourer throughout and never raised to the status of a supervisor and 
she had been doing all sorts of odd jobs like preparation of mud balls for ex- 
plosives. sample crushing work, cleaning of office premises, etc., and the order 
of the Mines Manager directing her to work in the Sample Room no vond repair 
work was over, was absolutely reasonable and lawful. It is denied that the road 
maintenance work was of a permanent nature. It is further denied that she was 
dismissed for some ulterior moUve or in order to harass her as falsely alleged. 

20. With reference to para 25, the Company states that the action of dis- 
missal is based entirely on the proceedings of the enquiry and the findings of the 
Enquiry Officer and the Company reiterates that Smt. Dias was not in any way 
justified in refusing to obey the orders. The enquiry was impartial and proper 
and was conducted by an independent and impartial officer. The action of dis- 
missal is fully justified as the misconduct was very serious. 

21. With reference to para 26, it is denied that the Director have been mis- 
led by the Management into taking the action against Smt, Dias or that the full 
facts of the nature of the work done by her were not placed before the Director 
or that the report of the Enquiry Officer was not submitted after holding a fair 
and impartial enquiry. 

22. With reference to para 27, it is denied that the enquiry is a sham one as 
falsely sought to be made out, It is further denied that the Mines Manager 
or any other officer of the Company bore any prejudice: or enmity against Smt. 
Dias. It is denied that there was any pre-planning or plotting against her with 
a view to getting rid of her as alleged. It ip further denied that an admission 
was extracted from her on false pretences and with a purpose of proving some- 
thing which was not established at the enquiry. 

23. With reference to para 28, the Companies denies that Smt. Dias has been 
-put to any hardships or that she has been deprived of her livelihood as falsely 
alleged. The Company states that she is running her own business of selling 
liquor in which she is making sizeable profits. The claim of Smt. Dias for re- 
instatement with full back wages and other benefits is not sustainable in law 
and the Company therefore prays that the same be dismissed. 

24. The Company denies all the statements and allegations contrary to what 
is stated herein and in the written statement dated 7th November, 1970, as if the 
same were specifically set out and traversed. 


A copy of this rejoinder has been supplied to the Union. 


<Sd.) 

Advocate for Employer 
Mormugao; 

Dated ; 12th March, 1971. 


For M/s. Chovvgule St Co. Pvt. Ltd. 
(Sd.) 

Senior Manager, 
Administrative Department. 


cc: The General Secretary, Goa Mining Labour Welfare Union, Assonora, 
Bardez, Goa. 


[No. 8(21)/70-LR/IV.] 
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New Delhi, the 24 th July 1971 

8.0. 2886. — In pursuance of section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 194T 
(14 of 1947), the Central Government hereby publishes the following award of the 
Central Government Industrial Tribunal, Hyderabad, in the industrial dispute 
between the employers In relation to the management of Stngareni Collieries 
Company Limited, Kothagudium, Hyderabad, and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on the 19th July, 1971. 

BEFORE THE INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL (CENTRAL! AT HYDERABAD. 

Presbnt: 

Sri T. Chandrasekhara Reddy, B.A.,B.L., Chairman, Industrial Tribunal,. 
Andhra Pradesh, Hyderabad. 

Miscellaneous Petition No. 67 of 1971 in Industrial Dispute 
No. 30 of 1970 

Between 

Sri V. V, K. David, Workman, Singareni Collieries Company Limited, Kotha- 
gudem. 


And 

The Management of Singareni Collieries Company Limited, Kothagudem. 
Appearances: 

Sri K. G. Kannablran, Advocate — for Workman. 

AWARD 

Mr Kannabhiran, Advocate for the petitioner has endorsed that subsequent 
to the fill inp of tills petition, the petitioner has been transferred back to the 
original place and that therefore this petition is not pressed. 

In view of the above endorsement made by Sri Kannabhiran, this petition is 
dismissed as not proved. Nil Award is passed. 

Given under my hand and the seal of the Tribunal this the 6th day of July, 
1971. 

(Sd.) T. Chandrasekhara Reddy, 
Industrial Tribunal. 

[No. 7/21/67 LR.II.] 


orders 

New Delhi, the 29 th May 1971 

SO 2887.— Whereas the Central Government Is of opinion that an Industrial 

dispute exists between the employers in relation to the management of 
The East Nimcha Colliery of the East Laikdlh Colliery Company Private Limited, 
Post Office Jaykaynagar, District Burdwan and their workmen In respect ot tne 
matters specified In the Schedule hereto annexed; 

And whereas the Central Government considers It desirable to refer the said 
dispute for adjudication; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause ( d) 

(1) of section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby refers the said dispute for adjudication to the ^entral - 
eminent Industrial Tribunal, Calcutta, constituted under section 7 A of the said Act. 

Schedule 

“Whether the action of the management of The List Nimcha cmHerroI 
The East Laikdih Colliery (Company Private Limited, Pos « fi ^n 
Jaykanagar, District Burdwan in dismissing Shn Samimran Ha r R Q u, 
Loader with effect from the 4th February, 1971 is justified? If not 
to what relief is the workman entitled? 


[No. L-1912/61/71-LR.H.] 
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(«m tUttt f*Tm) 

SETT^fT 

5ft fccfft, 29 *r£, 1971 

TTo W(o28 8 7. — titit? ^ETTr TTT ^ f% T-IK$ *f 

fafaftss faTOr % vft Sr ft WTVf ’rrtfcwft toto) frfS^T, totto tSrto, 

frrr s-^tr itz faroT $ ttto wi % sftx tt% 

■*fTT qip sfrtftfrr^ fcRiti froiTOT ^ ; 

wkTOi^dfrr itwr TTOfroTO qfmwfrtfTT ti f«rq fr?frrrr tw «rrafEr 

VRKKfV 

«nr:,iiff,wVrf'iv srnjfq'^R, 1947 ( 1947 ^( 14 ) tit «rr<r 10 tit 
twrt (1) %spt (?) ircr tot T froTf v, toIt titit ? u-tolt ? k ?$m ttt 
falTO tit TIT Tfafafa tit SPU 7— *P % KJVt Tf$T %^fVT wfWGT, 

VTW Tft RTS fa^TO ^faff froftlT «FT^t| I 

"tot fir frz ssiffa TOfrod ttrt) srr^f fafir.??, toytt %%tt< , far*r ?i?t? 
titf?z faror Tirfrofr % ttot tot tit tit to><t ?far>r, Ttrc qrf 4 tottT, 1971 Sr 
totot ^risrf Rrsrfsr $ ? sfs T<ft (ft *r4rrn; fror httW to ?rorrr $ ? " 

[to tjrr-1 9 12 / 61 /71-^0 otto-2] 

S.O. 2888. — Whereas the Central Government Is of opinion that an industrial 
dispute exists between the employers in relation to the management of 
Victoria Colliery of Messrs. New Birbhoom Coal Company Limited, Post Office. 
Kulti, District Burdwan and their workman in respect of the matters specified in 
the Schedule hereto annexed; 

And whereas the Central Government considers It desirable to refer the said 
-dispute for adjudication; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub- section 
<1) of section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1047 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby refers the said dispute for adjudication to the Central Gov- 
ernment Industrial Tribunal, Calcutta, constituted under section 7A of the said Act 

Schedule 

J ‘Whether the action of the management of Victoria Colliery of Messrs New 
Birbhoom Coal Company Limited, Post Office Kulti, District Burdwan 
in refusing employment to Shri Ram Khelawan Dusad, Miner/Loader 
with effect from the 8th December, 1970 is justified? If not, to what 
relief is the workman entitled?” 

TNo. L-1912(38)/71-LR-II.l 

Vie WTo 2 88 8. — TO: (TWIX tit Xt? % fa W?T TfR¥ 

Sr fafatw fTOTT XTO R TKVJ5 titit TOT'fV TPFTO $ fTTT 

TOTOT T?> faTOtfTOT Titfwfr 3? TOTO % fTOtTO?f «ftT TT% TTOTf % tfP 

WtefrfW fVTOf fatRTT | J 

sfft to: % rfta tor TTOfroro ^r RTT-fr^TO % f*K frifro 'stot Tiwfro 

TOiTifr 

tR:,OT,?fafrfTOl fTOPfWfafrTO, 1947 ( 1947 TO 1 4 ) ^r<f 10 tit TfTHT 

( i) (?) jto tot vrf'fTTt to toft tto fairr 
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hlwt wWiftv trfw.xw, vmm 

vt % fan fMfftra nr^ $ 1 


'falTElfa ^«fkm*TV>. fafat^, J WT SjiFirV, fa^TT ^TR 1 farct ffar 

% JR'JJ EW *fu sfi TIE SWf, JE1* ’SfhvfaUT SfT 8 197 0 

% fafifar vr?r ?r ?<ltt vufqiifr -urtfif^^r | ? *rfe qfr, fa v4«mt fas* 

«r^r>T *FT %WT I ? " 

[Eo 1 T^ 0-1 91 2 / 36/7 1 -^To WR 0 - 2 ] 

8.0. 2889. — Whereas the Central Government Is of opinion that an industrial 
dispute exists between the employers in relation to the management of 
East Kajora Colliery of Messrs Swadeshi Mining and Manufacturing Company 
Limited, Post Office Andal, District Burdwan, and their workmen in respect of the 
matters specified in the Schedule hereto annexed; 

And whereas the Central Government considers it desirable to refer the said 
dispute for adjudication; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section 
(1) pf sectipn 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby refers the said dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribu- 
nal, Calcutta, constituted under section 7A of the said Act. 

Schedule 

“Whether the action of the management of East Kajora Colliery of Messrs 
Swadeshi Mining and Manufacturing Company Limited. Post Office 
Andail, District Burdwan in refusing employment to Shri Smgasan 
Gowala, Loader with effect from the 14th February, 1970 to the 15th 
March, 1970 Is justified? If not, to what relief is the workman entit- 
led?” 

[No, L-1912/42/71-LRII1 

WTfo WTo 28 8 P. — HR: %^sfk tfUFIT fa ^faT SFTtjfa t fa- 

fsrfro: farpff % far if tTufa *TT#T»r OTft fafafa, B‘ *KTT 5TIW, 

foraT fa «frjf'iTr fafaqfa fafawt ?lt ;3E%*,Tfajfa’ %■ 

4fa n'F«iVfafw 

srk iet: »Nfa RTVR 3W ffaiTS fa rHmrd'uV<H % fan ffaffatf *PTdT WTWfT’X 

«*rafa | ; 

«rcr: , fafafw fwr fafafam, 1947 ( 1947 TT 14 ) faT mtr lofaTT- 

triTT ( 1 ) (fa ) 5RT 5RW Slffafa WT fafa gn, falffa *n*>TT 

ffarr fa wfaffare fatrm 7-w< %wfm fawT’Ji «twvn fa 

ffafipT % fair ftsffara «F7fa f I 


"wr urfafa nTfafar «fTRfa fafaifa, mm xrsm, fejT 

arfarrd fa i^x <fam faffarfa % fasw fa far farm famn, fam, fa MTwfa, 

1 9 7 0 & 1 6 Elfa, 19 7 0 f.'P ffaflfai fa ?mfafafT t ? 

ufa ^r, (ft vwrc ffar srfafa «ft t ? " 

[f‘o ^0-1912/42/71-^0 UTT0-2] 
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S.O, 2890. — Whereas the Central Government Is of opinion that an industrial 
dispute exists between the employers In relation to the management of 
IBankola Colliery of Messrs Burrakar Coal Company, Post Office Ukhra, District 
Burdwan, and their workmen in respect of the matters specified in the Schedule 
herein annexed; 

And whereas the Central Government considers it desirable to refer the said 
dispute for adjudication; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section 
(1) of section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby refers the said dispute for adjudication to the Industrial Tribu- 
nal, Calcutta, constituted under section 7A of the said Act. 

Schedule 

‘‘Whether, in view of the nature of duties performed by Shri Ramasray, the 
action of the management of Bankola Colliery of Messrs Burrakar 
Coal Company, Post Office Ukhra, District Burdwan in designating 
him as Shale Picker is justified? If not, to what relief is the workman 
entitled and from what date? 

[No. L-1912/57/71-LRIIJ 

'FToWTo 28 9 0. — T=T: FTTTT TFT | far TTTTSf Sf fafafreT 

faq-ifr % TTt if 4 FTti '•-TFf'tTT Jffra Trupfr, ST^TTF ty^TL faRTT sfafarT jfafcprft 

% trspST 4 FTPT5 tf(T TT STfaftfw fa'3K fa'SHTFr |; 

Wk TT: FTTFTT fa %fafQ[ ffatfara *PTRT faffafa 

w;,w,HfkiYfwftrqT3:?rrEifTira-, 1947 ( 1947 >fiT 14) aim lofa ryra.Ti 
( 1 ) 4 13 t (*r) sttt sttct srfa?raf ^,t sr^ftTr ^ fam hi.tr itcpssttt g-aicr fasrs 
TdcT fafafara fa stitt 7 -^ 7 % trcfa xrfecr srfawr, wrar fa rarafafara 

% fafa ffafara Trfa | 1 


"TTT, TT TTrpqT^d 3 ITT for dcr ^Tdf % FTTT fa fafa fT, 4 tt 4 JTTff'T fatT 

SPTT[T tJUTT, faWT faTFT fa faffa! faffarfa % 5DFST fiTT fa fa? far faWT % 
4 T'PTTFT fa fa TTfafa raTfafar | ? far fa, rft fapfTTT ffar sfafa fa ffar 
fTTT^ FT ^Pr | 

[4° far° 1912/57/7 1 — ttfto ?rn>-2] 

S.O, 2891- — Whereas the Central Government is of opinion that an Industrial 

dispute exists between the employers in relation to the management of 
Srlpur Seam Incline Colliery of Messrs Lodna Colliery Company (1920) Limited, 
Post Office Kalipahari, District Burdwan and their workmen in respect of the 
matters specified in the Schedule hereto annexed; 

And whereas the Central Government considers It desirable to refer the said 
dispute for adjudication; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of rub-section 
! (1) of section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby refers the said dispute for adjudication to the Central Gov- 
ernment Industrial Tribunal, Calcutta, constituted under section 7A of the said Act. 

Schedule 

“Whether the management of Sripur Seam Incline Colliery of Messrs Lodna 
Colliery Company (1920) Limited, Ppst Office Kalipahari, District 
Burdwan, was justified in not placing Sarvashri Jaikswar Shaick, 
Brijbilash Misra, Khanu Dhangar, Narode Kore and Sultan Mia, Coed 
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Cutting Machine Driers, in Category VI with retrospective effect 
from the 15th August, 1967, in terms of the recommendations of the 
Central Wage Board for the Coal Mining Industry? If not, to what 
relief are the workmen entitled?” 

TNo. 6/30/70-LR.ILl 

q!fo UJo 28 9U — ffff: ffT+T t qft TBr ^ Jr fSrPrtro 

faTTI %5fft Jr ffTfT TRffT JfTPpft (l920) fafak, YPtrtR 

frur tiir affr irk qftfvFRt % Jr fkkrcff rfk 

*TR> % JTfa tT!?r SThftfffT f*WK fqTUTTff | ; — 

ilk Ilff: RRITT *ft RTtrfffofaff % f«Ih fkfiffT qRffT TrwfW 

SWSTift £ ; 

m W5r, ?rkftfff<F fasT* wfafaTir, 1947 ( 1947 ^ 14 ) qfttrRi 10 "Ff^rarm 

( 1 ) %■ UR (tr) JILT 5T4TT *FT STTFI gcr, RRTR ITffffJRT fastt* 

TTT Wfttfffffff *F> tJRT 7 -Y % %?lfk ffWR Wfcrtfffqr wftlTRT, qft 

RBlf'd^ipT % flT 7 MPFcT *R<ft $ I 


“sfTT 4 -iff srk-Tr qfrfajJt ttrtV ( 1920) fJrfJrrf, jtver ^T^ftTTft, fa>rr 
arkr-i ifft ’srtjT irk qftlwkV % srr wt «ft ^wttt sk, ^fq-irrcr 

Wr^ffTTR:, fffk qftTT ffk geffTff fffTt, TdT qrfkff ffjftff ^IfffTf qft qftffcTT *JFT ^jftff 

% : ik *rk qft fJnnrfkff % st-jrr: tjssrisft ??rn Jr 1 5 sptr, 1 967 ir srtr 6 Jr 
t t<jtt RrtitRff irr qk kf, rft q?*kR fq>tr sr-jffk % pytr $ ? ” 

[R° 6/36/ 7 0 -^° ^IRo- 2 ] 


8.0. 2892. — Whereas the Central Government Is of opinion that an Industrial 
dispute exists between the employers in relation to the management of 
Bankola Colliery, Post Office Ukhra, District Burdwan and their workmen in res- 
pect of the matters specified in the Schedule hereto annexed; 

And whereas the Central Government considers It desirable to refer the said 
'dispute for adjudication; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section 
'(1) of section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby refers the said dispute for adjudication to the Central Gov- 
ernment Industrial Tribunal, Calcutta, constituted under section 7A of the said Act. 

Schedule 

“Whether the action of the management of Bankola Colliery, Post Office 
Ukhra, District Burdwan in placing Sarvashrl Raj Narayan Singh, 
Bonshl Modi. Abdul Rahman, Blsu Singh, Gorakh Jadab and Saban 
Choudhury, Drilling Mazdoors, in category I as per Wage oBard recom- 
mendations is justified? If not, to what relief are the workmen en- 
titled and from what date?,” 


TNo, L-1912/53/71-LR.n.l 

fTToStJo 2892: — ?R7FR 'fftTPT$f% ^RJr YTR5 Jf 

fafffff Tf 'fw}, SPfffR T JTT, fW *TkH, % JTSFtPF # fkknk 

wk ^ ff-nfr %sfk srhrrfw fkiq fknnff 

*lk JTff; %fjfPT ffWK fkT? Tf> RPT fkfaff % f"T5[ fk%ff qrsffff $; 
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set, jp*, fafaffaF fans ffatrfaHT, 1947 (1947 ?ft i 4 )faERi iofa^- 

ETRT (l) % «3Rj (it) 5TTT R5xT fafafa "FT tret jij, farfa ERfrRRE?;- 

STTT^rft'Wj fa^TE wffafanr fa strt 7-^ % fafa fasfar erfr fafarffaF 
wfarTur, fa rqrfafattFT % fan PrcfaE tttt | 1 


SRPlfa 

sf> IN 

'falT ifafaT fafafat, TFRR t^RT, favTT faq'TE % REPS ETE fa ifafa TF5T 

ETTPRT fa??, fafa fafa, WSJET T^ETE fa^' ffa[, faRI ERE tfk 7TEE fifafa, ffafal 
TTEfal fa EElfaf fa? fa ffafiTfwf % SEJER REE- 1 E R3? fa TRET? iETEfa-E $ ? 
fa? far, fa EETR ffar 5 FTE'E% Efa faE ERW E JjERRi? ? 

[fa ir^fo- 1 912/53/7 l-ifao wrr«“2] 

8.0, 2893.— Whereas the inlustrlal dispute specified in the Schedule hereto 
annexed is pending before the Presiding Officer, Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal, Jabalpur; 

And, whereas the Central Government consider it desirable in order to avoid 
Inconvenience to the parties, to transfer the said dispute for adjudication; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by section 7A, and sub-sec- 
tion (i) of section 33B of the Industrial Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947). the Central 
Government hereby constitutes an Industrial Tribunal with Shn Gopal Narain 
Sharma as the Presiding Officer, with headquarters at Jaipur, withdraws the pro- 
ceedings in relation to the said dispute from Central Government Industrial Tri- 
bunal, Jabalpur and transfers the same to the said Industrial Tribunal, Jaipur 
for the disposal of the said proceedings with the direction that the said Tribunal 
shall proceed with the proceedings from the stage at which it is transierred to it 
and dispose of the same according to law. 


Schedule 


SI. Parties to the disputd 
No. 

1, Management of Rajasthan 
Atomic power Project, Kota 
and their workmen repre- 
sen'ed by Rajasthan Anu- 
shakti Paryojna Karamchari 
Sangh, Rawatbhata, Kota. 


Refcience No. and 
date of industrial 
dispute. 

No, 10 30/70 LRly 
tec 16th Nov, ‘70. 


S. O. N'o. and >cars of 
publication, 

3760 of 1970 (Gazette 
of India Extraordinary 
dated the 16th Novem- 
ber, 1970) 


(No. 10 30 / 70 -LRIV) 
(R. Kunjichapadam) 
Under Secretary 


TNo. 10/30/ 70-LR-I V. 1 

VTo WTo 2 8 93 — ER: ; E ffafafae fafafafi fEETE faspffa 

fatmfr, fafaE eteet fafafar faEERiT, isr^t^T % eeet fafaE 5 1 


fa(T, EcT : IREtR, EWRt fa JX Erfa % fair, EEE faETE fa RTE- 

fatfEE % fait PTETfaTUT ERET E I is if) E HE^lfa ^ , 


Wcu, we, fafaiw fariE fatrifam, 1947 (1947EE 14) fa ert 7 -e far 
OTTT 33 -ET fa MTE ( l) ERT EEET fafafa EE EEtE EE% gtj, %fafa TOR REEST 7 T 
itti fafafan m fy ti < u l Efar ERfa | fan% 'ffafafa wfEEEfa fa fafiivT eriee jtptT 
fam tjwppr eeje <jtEi far fajffa erer fafafaF wIeere, 5^51 % eee fans 
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e TT^qT^r -ut the Ntf tte sfrmrlt % fnm % far ttt sfnfrfET 

STFeRTT 0 !, TTTT T>, i?E fVTW % ETE PTFTfrrfTd TTcfT I fTTET EpETTTE ETE 1 ^ 
JfTETTrft TET ETE & Tt El fEE TT E? E% WEtdfTB TT ETT E>rfaftJ% E^EIT TEYl 
fEECTE T^El I 


Eo fm'K % 'TStT'ETT 
^■Hi+ 


SiWtfET f^r? T^ *FTo EIo EW 

fr? 7T ettt Tffr rnrFr *ftr ettvte tt et 


1- TTEfEH TT^VPtef gTET EW 10 / 30 / 70 -tTcTo 
'Eflw r , ffrtar % srswEfT etto-4, 
eVt ■d'i+ YETTT IjiiH’! 1 6 ■TETET, 1970 

HfdEfsRE tteteie 

^ u| T7TfqTT qfTjflERT 
T^hirt I T, TTEdEIST, 

5Fkr TTcIT | I 


1970 TT 3760 
ETTd TT TT'TTE, 

eeiere, errttar 

16 WET 197 0 f 


[eoti 10 / 30 / 7 0~TT?t o ERo-4] 

New Delhi, the 3rd June 1971 

8.0, 2894, — Whereas the Central Government is of opinion that an Industrial 
dispute exists between the employers in relation to the management of 
Madhujore Colliery, Post Office Kajoragram, District Burdwan and their workmen 
in respect of the matters specified in the Schedule hereto annexed; 

And whereas the Central Government considers it desirable to refer the said 
dispute for adjudication; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) 0 sub-section 
[(1) of section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), iiie Central 
Government hereby refers the said dispute for adjudication to the Central Gov- 
ernment Industrial Tribunal, Calcutta, constituted under section 7A of the said Act. 

Schedule 

1. “Whether the management of Madhuore Colliery, Post Office Kajoragram, 

District Burdwan are Justified In not issuing the Baskets and Shovels 
to the loaders and Wagon loaders whenever these are broken; if not, 
to what relief are the workmen entitled?" 

2. "Whether the management of Madhujore Colliery, Post Office Kajoragram, 

District Burdwan are justifiable In not paying dearness allowance 
at the rate of Rs 1.62 with effect from the 1st October, 1970 to their 
workmen; if not, to what relief the workmen are entitled?” 

[No. 6/86/70-LR-II.l 


3 «JE, 1971 

VTo «TTo 28 94 — EE: EW< E?T TFT $ fo TTTE1' ^ 

fwff ^TEI^EE sTlT TtfTTfJ, ETTET T^TTEIE, fw E&TTE TEE % ERT3 PlENTf 
Efa EET t4tI 0 % trifr sfaftfw tWT fEEETE ^ ,* 
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srft: ee; %?rtE ew(T elt fsr^p? T/r % facr fr?ftra-VTTf^raftT 

eestet 

?fV?frf^Tq7 ^rnTPr-TEr, 1947 ( 1947 w?r 14 ) eeeht 1 0 wff ststto 
( 1 ) % IJOE («r) 3KT ETE WfTT'ff WE EUE WIC# J I, %-Jf T ETWrf-C (TT«Tfr<f EPT fEEl'E 
EE ttt EfafEEE w# errcr 7-w> % Tr-r <Tfrr % jri tctk Et’frf'Tfi eIet-oe, m EP ir 
•w# firmfTTopET % HT<fr 1 1 


wEgwff 

1 . "wr e^t w#faEd, ewet TT rrTfl’fE, fsr^rf eItce % test #??t we 

-TfTfr-ET t ? Eft Erfl, 

ffr wtewet fw>E eeeW % ^petc | ? ” 

2 . “wet ester weRteR, tepee tef •'Tete, f^r^rr e#wte % eeet eee we w# 

TfTTfPi W# qffcft trWfET, 1 9 7 0 # 1 . 6 2 po TiTTE E^Tlt TOf E SET ?ETEtftlE $ ; E"ft 
Eft ET %E EE TIE % f ? 

[#° 6/80/7 o-cpsro *rn>-2] 

New Delhi, the 5th June 1971 

8,0. 2895. — Whereas the Central Government Is 0 / opinion that an Industrial 
dispute exists between the employers In relation to the management of 
Gfnmint Colliery of Messrs Bengal Coal Company Limited, Post Office Dlshergarh, 
"District Burdwan and their workmen in respect of the matters specified in the 
Schedule hereto annexed; 

And whereas the Central Government considers it desirable to refer the said 
dispute for adjudication; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section 
(1) of section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby refers the said dispute for adjudication to the Central Gov- 
ernment Industrial Tribunal, Calcutta, constituted under section 7A of the said Act. 

Schedule 

“Whether the action of the management of Girimint Colliery of Messrs 
Bengal Coal Company Limited, Post Office Dlshergarh, District 
Burdwan in placing Shri P, R. Chatterjee, Loading Clerk, in Grade II 
as per recommendations of the Central Wage Board for Coal Mining 
Industry, having regard to the duties performed by Shri P. R. Chatterjee 
; s justified? If not, to what relief is the said workman entitled and 
from what date?" 

TNo. 1912/00/71-LR-II.l 

Ef 5 ^E, 1971 

WE a WT° 28 9 5 — EE: apEftE ETWEE TIE $ ft? E iTE« if fEfEft'E 

faEEt % Eft if EE# EETE TdE «FPpff ftrfE^T, TPfiET fE#TEf, fEET eIeHT Wft fEfVfEE 
Wf|fvl9Cl %E7EET E’EE # EE5 fEElvf'#! EREE%Wr#WETf %sft’efTT^7 ERftfEW> fEETE 
fEEETE ^ 1 

EE: % f #tE E'TWiTT EWE faETE WTf ^ETEfE^EE % fE^ fE?fEE W><EI Et’BPftE 

■EEfpft %- 

EE:, EE, wVtfEW: fEETT E%FEEE, 1947 ( 1947WE 14) W?V ETTI lOWft EEER r 
( l) %WPT (e) JRTEEE EfWEEt EE EElE WEE ET^R i^LPtr EWE fftETE W7f 
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srfafnw Tt Hitt 7-«p % wtfto Tifcr T-jfw wftiTRT (^ptt) 

--TlhfomT % faft f^fv.FT L'Tfr | I 


«pwpft fftfftjT, 31«»RT,fonRT?, fRTT IflT^ <[ fflftfe 
TlfRrft %sra*fir tftNi fto rto Nr^fr, *f?t, ^%hr foft tr tuft 

N-fr utr Jr rht ^ tww utt T?m R^ft jr^r mi tft fmmif^^ff %■ 
w^TTT-r tn-2 n wf ^ *i.-pt m lifter t ? trfft n^r, it tw fair 'mum tt *flT 
fas mitg ft t £ ? 

[io 1 9 1 2 / 6 0/7 l“f£W° !ETo-2] 

8-0. 2896. — Whereas the Central Government is of opinion that an industrial- 
dispute exists between the employers in relation to the management of 
Chora No. 10 Pit Colliery, Post Office Bahula, District Burdwan, and their work- 
men in respect of the matters specified in the Schedule hereto annexed; 

And whereas the Central Government considers it desirable to refer the said 
dispute for adjudication; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section 
(1) of section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947J, the Central 
Government hereby refers the said dispute for adjudication to the Central Gov- 
ernment Industrial Tribunal, Calcutta, constituted under section 7A of the said Act. 

Schedule 

“Whether the management of Chora No. 10 Pit Colliery, Post Office Bahula, 
District Burdwan in recommending the Coal-fields Recruiting Orga- 
nisation to withdrew the services of Shri S. K. Singh, Overman and 
subsequent action of Coal-fields Recruiting Organisation in with- 
drawing the services of the workman vide its letter aaied the 10th 
July, 1970 Is justified; if not, to what relief Is the workman entitled?” 

TNo. L-1912/46/71-LR.II.T 

*To WTo 28 G 6 .— 5 R. {ft grqj^ 

fcppff % arrJimiTT'To 1 o {r T ifaRff , fftRTRHmr ftTRH ft 

RUR fuRRFt ft>. R % %TYTTT % 0 ft' f^OTiT 

sfk Rr; tort fwr? ti rnMir t fm faffarr ^rtt TiRfftr 

tmwfr | ; 

m:, m’, 5 ffV'fTYfwT5fryfmTT, 1947 (1947 vr 14 ) ^hir lOTt-muiR 

(l) (*r) anTT ST^ tT mfwft RT'ftTR'RjJTT, RjfiU flRfrjT tTflftI7R RW fTTTT^r 

RR 7ft' ftmfft Tifcff sfyg.u TTft-R ftWfr.g; ^rfaipTOT ftftgRl ftt 

RPi-fa^Rr % faq Wftw 'P.Rft 1 1 


"wnflR^To 10 fRTlfRTft, IT'PR 3T^R, fSRT 4^1441 STAR jpgR spy SfftqRr 
WnrffRTRf iff) sf| tiRo %o ^TTUt ^(TPm 3u ftrwfTDT TRl ftk 

VjtRT ^ fleff IPTRf StTt T R TP?RI 1 0 sTRTf 197 0 HR t4'+'R 

Rrrq RrfRR ri spjmff iiw^r RwlfftR trfr Rff, rft farr 'mum 

vr $«pht t ? 
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New Delhi, the 8 th June 1971 

S.O. 289', — Whereas the Central Government is of opinion that an industrial 
dispute exists between the employers In relation to the management of 
Chora No, 10 Pit Colliery, Post Office Bahula, District Burdwan and their work- 
men in respect of the matters specified in the Schedule hereto annexed; 

And whereas the Central Government considers it desirable to refer the said 
dispute for adjudication; 

Now, therefore, In exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section 
(1) of section 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby refers the said dispute for adjudication to the Cenlral Gov- 
ernment Industrial Tribunal, Calcutta, constituted under section 7A of the said Act. 

Schedule 

“Whether the management of Chora No, 10 Pit Colliery, Post Office Bahula, 
District Burdwan is justified In (ij. not making Sarvashri Ramprabesh, 
Machine Mazdoor and Lai Behari, Apprentice Fitter Helper perma- 
nent in their posts and (11) in not giving Sarvashri Narayan Bouri, 
Blacksmith Helper and Astik Bouri, Line Mazdoor, the category of 
Hammerman and Line Mistry respective!}’'? If not, to wh^L lelief 
are the workmen entitled an,d from what date?,’’ 

[No. 6/9B/70-LRIIJ 


R$ fccHT, 8 ^R 1971 

<TTo WTo 2 8 9 7 . — m: ELTTT Tf LPT $ pP EJER LLPd R 

Ji’TirrTo 10 

fRRtavf tflL RR% yRltlT tnpsfafjftfr fRRrc f rctrir £ ; 

RIl ZRf; %DfPr RLR1LLW faRTR RT> H|WfR<ifaR % fan RLRT RH*r)T 

srcr.srR, wftrfqTPR-, 1947 (1947 it 14) Tr hilt 1 0 *fi 

WR( (l) % STR (T) 33 LI SRH SlfafiRf RT RR> «1 'lT fir HHifPT RLR/TL 
yrt fsTi? Tr srfsrf^tr arc 7-v % tpitor nfetr %Rfcr Rplil 
wWtfiv srlWvH, Yt itrrqr.ofiTh' % fm, f^ftifr «Rtfl' 1 1 

>5T^- 

'wt Tilt « 1 0 far ^fvinfr, l.rhl, rtjht, fawr rrrir % aRnmi ft ( 1 ) 
RTTr LHf HLfST, RMPT RL.tjl HR RTH f^rft, fPTST fRHT R5RR1L Tt LH% TRf RT Rfpfr 

r trrt tfc (ii) mm Rilptw Tm, r^ttl rsrril tfc tufa* Trfr, ht?r r^l Tt 

TFTH: |RLRh tfiLHT^R fi|T^T LT RT R 3RT HfTRifRR | ? qiT R^V, eft RffiRTTL fL'R 

tlRRlR % tfiL \m RTON % | ? 

[To 6/98/7 0-iTRo WR0-2] 

New Delhi, the 23 rd July 1971 

S.O, 2898. — Whereas an industrial dispute exists between the employers in rela- 
tion to the management of Pyrites, Phosphates and Chemicals Limited, Post Office 
Amjhore, District Shahabad (Bihar) and their workmen represented by the Rash- 
trlya Pyrites Mazdoor Sangh, Amjhore; 

And whereas the said employers and their workmen have by a written agree- 
ment, In pursuance of the provisions of sub-section (1) of section 10A of the Indus- 
trial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), referred the said dispute to the arbitration by 
person specified therein, and a copy of the said arbitration agreement has been 
forwarded to the Central Government; 
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Now therefore. In pursuance of the provisions of sub-section (3) of section 10A 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government hereby 
publishes the said arbitration agreement which was received by It on the 8th July, 


(Agreement) 

(Under Section 10A of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947) 

Between 

Name of the Parties: 

(i) Representing Employers. — (1) Shri T. N. Jaggi, Chief Mining Engineer 

(2) Shri M. L. Rajah, Administrative Officer 

(ii) Representing workmen.— (1) Shri R. K. Jha, Vice President. 

(2) Shri Ram Sewak Singh, General Secretary. 

It Is hereby agreed between the parties to refer the following dispute to tho 
arbitration of Shri J. N. Das, Regional Labour Commissioner (Central), Dhanbad. 

(i) Specific matters in dispute. — Whether the demands of the Union mentioned 

in Annexure-A are justified or not? If justified, then to what extent of 
relief the workmen concerned are entitled. 

(ii) Details of the parties to the dispute including the name and address of 

the establishment or undertaking involved— Management of Amjhore 
mining project, PP.C. Limited, P.O. Amjhore (Shahabad), Bihar. 

(iii) Name of the workman in case he himself is involved in the dispute or the 

name of the Union, if any, representing the workman or workmen in 
question. — Rashtrlya Pyrites Mazdoor Sangh, Amjhore, 

(lv) Total number of workmen employed in the undertaking affected. — About 
2,100 (Two thousand one hundred). 

(v) Estimated number of workmen affected or likely to be affected but the 
dispute. — About 50 (Fifty), 

We further agree that the decision of the Arbitrator shall be binding on us. 

The arbitrator shall make his award within a period of three months or within 
such further time as is extended by mutual agreement between us in writing. In 
case the award Is not made within the period aforementioned, the reference to 
arbitration shall stand automatically cancelled and we shall be free to negotiate for 
fresh arbitration. 

Signature of the parties 
(i) Representing Employer : 

Sd/- T. N. Jaggi, Sd/- M. L, Rajak, 

(il) Representing workmen: 

Sd/- R. K. Jha, Sd/- Ram Sewak Swan 

Witnesses : 

Cl) Sd/- Illegible 
■ (2) Sd/- Illegible 

Annexure "A” 

Demands 

(1) All the workmen, concerned should be promoted according to the demands, 
mentioned against their names, with designations and scale of pay. 

(2) Sri Hari Charan Shah, Sri Ram Lakhan Singh & Sri Basir Ahmed working 
as electrician and also on account of having requisite qualification should be made 
electricians on monthly basis with all amoluments as enjoyed by other, electricians 
of the Project. 

(3) Sri R'am Jag Sharma, Sri Anlrudh Ram, Sri Ramjl Sharma, Sri Nand KIshore 
Pathak and Sri Suresb Mlshra should be made monthly rated Cap-lamp fitters with 
/Ra. 110/- basic & other facilities, 

(4) Payment to Sri Ram Jag Sharma, Sri N. V. B. Rao and Sri Kedar Prasad 
Singh, all electrical wing, for the period of suspension during conciliation proceed- 
ing, should be made. 
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Supplementary Demand 

(1) Uniform should be provided to all the workmen of the Electrical Department- 

Sd/- R. S. Singh, 

General Secretary, 

Rashtriya Pyrites Mazdoor Sangta, 
At & P.O.— Anijhore, Dlatt. Shahabad 
(Bihar). 

TNo. L-29013/7/71-LR/IV.1 

Rf fYcefY, 23 1971 

ER Wo 28 98- — RR: TTRRIR ETT%TR Riy EfREcR MrJ®', RTERTWTirYr 
fbfRT FT^TRTR, (fRfTR ) % RWJcTgT R WTO fRETREl rYt 7# EATERY % sft% f'RRET 
JrfcffRpdfR V r 4PJ ERTT^R R^T RR, trwK ETcTY $, ITE wVsftfuW faqR fR5T- 
RTR | ; 

rYt ER: 'JET f-TRUfEt tfU ERERY Y EhlYfEE f%ER RfyfRRR, 194 7 ( 1 9 4 7 
ET 1 4 ) eY KTRT 1 (HE eY RRSTRT ( 1.) % TRREft % tpJHTE % tJE ETR SRI 

RET fsRR El RWr rFr<T *EfET % RTURTR E fRtr fMf fi?TE Rl ET ETR ET %RT 
\ fYt ret RTSRRTR ETR Rf'r re RfR %tsYr HTER ET RTfr Rf | ; 

Wi:, WT, TlWllRE fRRR ^ifRRR, 1947 (l947 ET \i) eY RT7T 1 0-E hY 
RRRRT ( 3 ) % RRWtrT % ARETE Y %Rk ETER RET RT UTTER ETR eY, 5ft 3% 
8 EiTTa 1971 eY fRRT «TT, RR^SRT RETfRT ETcft | I 

(ETTT ) 

( rYrYFre (err rFrirw, 1 9 4 7 eY eht 1 o-e e wJTr) 

^Ye 

rctfrY % RTR : 

PtrReY ET RfRfRfRfT E7% 51% : 1. >5% ffY° IJEo ERY, RW RU SaftfEET 

2 . >sfT t^Ro iRTo TRITE 
RVTTEfEE trftrETfT I 

ERWTY ET RfflrfRfw* ETR RT% 1 - Eft WTo %o FT, 

WTSRF I 
2. %T TTR YeE fET, 

Ef-'RI 

RIRERt % fRRrfYrf%TT IRRTT ET TT 133 1 fi ®fT % O IRT 0 4TR, f(Y%tE ’STEBJET 
(WTr), RRRT7% RTWTR^ % f%R fd?r«IR ET% ET ETR f^RT RRT Y I 

.1, fafYftR fWT RFjfERT ETi TFJEST-E Y 5fRT EE^YrtY' RTCRrf^R 

t rt r^T ? Rfir RTTRYfwr'? dY 

e4eK fER TfTRT Re'wJtYe % ?TE5R 

t I 
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2. fW? % TOTHTt R>T ftWT, 

wm ht tt mur 

3 . qfc qrmViT HFi forre if 

eft mW RT Rf? RTlflTC' R^FTd' 
RRTTTT WT qnfaTCf RiT Rfirfmffrer 

qrwrr i\ m mw rtf i 

4. STWlfam 3 m YR if fvrifrFf qflfanff «fft 

5. fiFrrTStTT RTTlf^r ^3TT# 'fnfmrcr 

<FW.Tff Rff srmvfer EW 


sqimtT UFFT 3TO 'ffo <fto lft° fao,, 
3T^n:wftT ( mi^RT? ), faRTT ^ 
R^ERW I 

TP^W TIW^E IFRfT ER-, srtrsm I 

WW 2,100 (ft ^RTTC tf«fT iff) 

TOT 5 0 (RWW) I 


■^R^'FTTTVff^^f'P ITERFR <ET fafaWR RT 5TWSRTT ?>RT I 
TTKTRq' SPIRT 'T'RTtT nVr FTE R?t YRl'Rfu RT ??Ff sffT IWR % tffTTT sff ^HT^T 
sfW RTwrfi.m fmfarr vnx jm r^ptt 5fnr, ffm, nfe qfmvr qwmftr % vffnr 
q'=TTR' R?f fem RflET iff riTlOT^ % f^.r f^BT FTT: YFFTT sfR RF JTrSRWi^ 

%fmH ^TGfllT mrif Vt mw^fif I 

wml v ^mrt 

$o/-£foqRo gpift ^ol-TlTCo % 5TT 

/- q^To tt^To TF 3TPE $o l-UR TfRm fil$ 

fwtlFFi tTT qfcrfafa* «PTm RTtFElff IT Hfafafai* *lH 

urefr 

1— ^o /— WMTiM 

2— ^°/ — WTT5R 
cTrtt^r : 


W**;* V 

( 1 ) TT*ff HTTf^IT *FWff Rff, Rfiff % ^EK, RFff ^ HHTif RftTCr 
TUflff IPRT RIFT HFfi % ITTm sff 3TFft '^Tf^Tr i 

(2) in$«ft $<f *kVf\ mT^, TUT RlftT W?TTR, Jiff faRmt fiRd^f 

^Rqifqqir RRitl^fiT fafR^-RiE ^f«m R>nm ifft, infirm srmn: 
qr R Yiff faidfr rrt faif ytr *fn; rHt qRift^Tr % fwff 
OnirfT’ff qff stfr mtfV qffitfttFit rrtr qff sniff =mf^ i 

( 3 ) *p!f«ftTi*r sit miff, tut, THF>fr miff, qrsm ^ftrg^m: 

f*r«rr liorno^ ijh^ n«rm«T irrfmqr r*. % m'r^nr 
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( ‘l) THT 5FT TPlf, l^To IT 'I (A I %3TC 3^TT5 ?Ffft 

f^fr f^tmT % % tfRuTcfT % firm fjRcrefr j mTPrfa t>t 

tTWH f*FTT STIRT ’ a Tf?>? I 

»rfn 

( 1 ) f^?fr fatmr % mffr jurvirr *rferr =ff ^rnft i 

(^o) WRo TTffo 

ran Rf<w 1 

•u^ra *nr?;i: ITT, 

FTR 7m 

fjRT vrr^m 1 

[?i° ^-29013/7/71-^0 smco-i] 
srrio ^ wit uNpt i 

CORRIGENDUM 
New Delhi, the 8th July 1971 

S.O. 0899. — In the order of the Government of India in the late Ministry of 
labour, Employment and Rehabilitation (Department of Labour & Employment) 
No. S.O. 4058 dated the 10th December, 1070 published on pages 5776 and 5777 of 
the Gazette of India, Part-II Section 3 Sub-Section <ii) dated the 26th December, 
1970 in the Schedule 

for “1. BhimraJ Mahato, C.C. Machine Driver, 10th April, 1970” 
read “1. Bhimbraj Mahato, Machine Driver, 10th April 1970 and 11th April, 
1970” and 

for ”7 Ramdhanl Teli” 
read "7 RamdhanlB Turi”. 

TNo. 2/115/70-LRU.l 
R. KUNJITHAPADAM, Under Secy. 


DELHI DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY 

PUBLIC NOTICE 
New Delhi, the 31st July 1971 

S.O. 2900, — The following modification which the Central Government propose* to 
make to the Master Plan for Delhi is hereby published for public information. 
Any person having any objection or suggestion with respect to the proposed modi- 
fication may send his objection or suggestion in writing to the Secretary, Delhi 
Development Authority, Delhi Vikas Bhavan, New Delhi, within a period of thirty 
days from the date of this notice. The person making the objection or suggestion 
should also give his name and address. 

Modification . — An area measuring about 2.76 acres (1.12 hects) surrounded by 
Oberol Intercontinental hotel in the north, 150 ft. wide (45.7 metres) link road in the 
past. Institute of Blinds in the south and the area under Golf Course in the west, 
la proposed to be changed from "recreational” (District Parks & Playgrounds) to 
'•‘commercial.” 

2. The plan indicating the proposed modification will be available for inspection 
■at. the office of the Authority Delhi Vikas Bhavan, Indraprastha Estate, New Delhi, 
■an all working days except Saturdays, within the period referred to above. 

TNo, F. 3(36)/70-MP-l 
H. N, FOTEDAR, Secy- 
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faftft ftrwra jrTr«wroT 

E$ fefr, 31 1971 

wto 290 o. — f^REffYE eeiue «ft %75to ipttt feft ^ EtWET (erfc 

rift) Jr et% et f^TT et l mEEfEE ijeet |g fw wt 

% I SRETfEE EfftWE % EEE t Et$ WTEftl EEET EJr^ ERR Elf tft wrf’FT 

OTlfu WET ^5TTE Et fa%E EE E EfEE, fo~fT fEETH STTfaWE feft fEETE EEE, 
E'f feEt Et ^E ^EET % 3 0 f?E % E^ET EE I ETE% EEE T *[ITTE EE ETE ®eF"ET 
Eft ffffl ETE C[E TET ET EET ET%if I 

EHtEE :— 

t[E WE fEEET ETE EEEE 2. 76 ( 1 . 12 $ fEE % EET if 

WtETTE EfaftTFcRT ^tEE $ EET <JE Jf 1 59 /Elft ( 45.7 rfpZK.) f?FP ft*, 

«rfW°T E VZZ^Z EfTi RTT^ EE I qfiJW 1 EtUF ETfcf El WE | I EET TEE WE 
E> “eeKET’’ (fEpfjEJ ETEE EET STW % ETTE) E ‘‘sETEOTfEV' *jfa ^ EE^FT E>T 
- 3TFTTE | 1 

2. EfcrrfEEEEtEE «Ft f fEE ERE ETWT lEnfEE ElfUYTE % ETETEE, faffft 
fsWTE EEE, ^3ETET ^Z Ef fz^ff E E' *FTE f<EEt ?F> (wfEETT ET T5TT ET) 

Wfa % eER fl fE^tWE f<J EW59 EFft I 


[ffo HEo 3 ( 3 6 ) / 7 0— ^E o Etc] 
qEo E.Eo EtctElT, EfEE I 




MINISTRY OF FINANCE 
(Department of Banking) 

AT«® Delhi the 3rd July 13 yi 

S. O.290J. — Statement of the Affairs of the Reserve Bank of India, as on the 25th June 1971. 

Banking Department 

LIABILITIES Rs. ASSETS Rs. 


Capital Paid Up ........ 5,00,00,000 

Reserve Fund 150,00,00,000 

National Agricultural Credit (Long Term Operations) Fund 1 72,00,00,000 

National Agricultural Credit (Stabilisation) Fund. . . 37,00,00,000 

National Industrial Credit (Long Term Operations) Fund . 95,00,00,000 

Deposits : 

fa) Government 


(I) Central Government 149,79,83,000 

(ii) State Governments. 3,20,13,000 

(b) Banks 

(i) Scheduled Commerda] Bants. . . . 209,84,83,000 

(ip Scheduled State Co-operative Banks. - . 12,57,38,000 

(iii) Nan-Scheduled State Co-operative Banks. , . 91,594x0 

(iv) Other Banks. 1,33,84,000 

(c) Others 61.32,10,000] 


Notes 23,56,49,000 

Rupee Coin. 3,09,000 

Small Coin 5,75 ,oo° 

Bills Purchased and Discounted : 

(a) Interna] 10,38,77,000 

(b) F xtemal 

(c) Government Treasury Bills 15, 90, 1,000 

Balances Held Abroad* 96,50,41,000 

Investments** 79,53,45,000 


Loans and Advances to : — 

(i) Central Government . 

(h) State Governments @ . . . . . 417,03,94,000 


Loans and Advances to: — 

(i) Scheduled Commercial Banksf . . . 2O7,i4,9O,oo 0 

(ii) State Co-operative Banks j-f . . . 206,40,22,000 

(iii) Others 5,60,00,000 

Loans, Advances and Investments from National Agricultural 
Credit (Long Term Operations) Fund- 
(a) Loans and Advances to: — 

(i) State Governments. ..... 42,01,88,00° 

(ii) State Co-operative Banks. .... 21,63,71,00° 

(iii) Central Land Mortgage Banks. ... 

(b) Investment in Central Land Mortgage Bank Deben- 
tures Loans and Advances from National Agricultural 

Credit (Stabilisation) Fund. . . . . 10,14,98,00° 

Loans and Advances to State Co-operative Banks 
Loans, Advances and Investments from National Industrial 
Credit (Long Term Operations) Fund. . . . 11,61,13,000 
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LIABILITIES Rs. ASSETS Ks. 


Bills' Payable ......... 65,64,4 3,ccc (a) Loans sod Advances to the Development Bank . 43,1?, 21,000 

(b) Investment in bonds debentures issued by the Deve- 
lopment Bank. ....... 

Other Liabilities. 283,24,29,000 Other Assets 59,11,28,000 

Rupees I249,8?,42,ooo Rupees 1249,88,42,000 


♦Includes Cash, Fixed Deposits and Short-term Securities. 

♦ ♦Excluding Investments from the National Agricultural Credit (Long Term Operations) Fund and the National Industrial Credit (Long Term Oper- 
■dons) Fund. 

@Excluding Loans and Advances from the National Agricultural Credit (Long Term Operations) Fund, but Including temporary overdrafts to State 
Governments. 

■(■Includes Rs. 124,31,85,000 advanced to scheduled commercial banks against usance bills under Section 17(4X0 of the Reserve Bank of India Act 
t f Excluding Loans and Advances from the National Agricultural Credit (Long Term Operations) Fund and the National Agricultural Credit 
■{Stabilisation) Fund. 

S. JAG ANNA than J 

Dated the 30 th day of June 1971. Governor. 1 
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As Account pursuant to the Reserve Bank of India Act, I934> f° r the week ended the 25th day of June 1971. 

Issue Department 


liabilities 


Ra. 


Rs. 


ASSETS 


Rs. 


Rs. 


Notes hdd in the B ankingDepartment. 

Notes m circulation 
Total Notes issued. 


23,56,49,000 

4428,99,06,000 


Gold Coin and Bullion : — 

(a) Held in India. 

(b) Held outside India. 


Total L abutties. 


Dated the 30th day of June 1971. 


4452^5,55,000 Foreign Securities 

Total . . . | 

Rupee Coin^ ..... 

Government of India Rupee Secueities. 

Internal Bills of Exchange and other commer- 
cial paper. 


182,53,11,000 

278,42,00,000 


46o,95,ir/x» 

38,66,57,000 

3952,93,87,000 


4452,55,55,000 


Total Assets 


4452,55,55 ,ooo 


S. Jag anna than. 
Governor. 

[No. F. 3C3)-BC/7i] 
R.K. SUDARESAN, Under Secy. 
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fen 

(ifer ffem) 

nfffefl, 3Wfe, 1971 

Wo WTo 2901. — 25 3j3T 1971 ffef 3TPE TfTTf % SfWI feTET % WfeTEI W fe J “l 

^Tcrnf fe fefef nfe 


^WTT TTf 

s» CN 

5,00,00,000 

WTffe fet 

150,00,00,000 

TTEjtT ^JT 

(^WfeffeTo;) pfe . 

172,00,00,000 



(fefeoo) fafe 

37,00,00,000 

ci^Vv jfl«lPi«f>' ^yr 

(fe+r -yftn ferns) ffer . 

?rrr.Tn, . 

95, 00,00,000 

. 

(n) H^*nt 

(i) feErnrwT 

149,79,83,000 

(ii) ttw y <tiA 

3,2 0,13,000 

(w) fn 

(i) sw^ffe ferw 

209,84,83,000 

(ii) *mrffe ttw T fwft fr . 

' 12,57,38,000 

(iii) *h tthRt ttw w+m fr 

91,59,000 

(iv) 

1,33,8 4,0 00 


fe ... 

23,56,49,000 

TIT W foWil 

3,09,000 

fer few 

. 5, 75,0 CO 

srtt fe: ^r^mr or fer : — 


(^r) fefr ... 

10,3S,77, 000 

(s-) fewr 


(n) TlWTr^TOTfef . 

15,90,21,000 

fern ir w pn 5 wtt* 

96,50,41,000 

fen** 

79,53,45,000 



(i) few toe w 


(ii) Trwnr*iffe@ 

417,03,94,000 



(i) wGjfer suffer fer wt 

207,14,90,000 

(ii) TTW Tfwd fw ^rft 

206,40,22,000 

(iii) |fei ni 

5,60,00,000 


TE^ET ftft ■Sfe'Jl (^TTWofH ) ■pT% ^ 

^yr, ^rffefefen 


(^t) ^mfei^rfeT 

(i) ttw ettt.g w . . 42 , 01 , 88,000 
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(ii) TTHJ- - 2 1, 63, 7 1, 000 | 

(iii) % fspf . . |j 

( r r) 5RT . . 61,32,10,000 (S’) %^2lT srfipfsnT TTT % 10,14,58,000 

if f^?r 

tt^t (f^rmrw) frfg'g' 

j 

^qfojT . . . 68,64,4 3,00 0 7T77 £+ K~l ?1IT STfiPT . 11,61,13,000 

<|LdW M\^H. ( 4MT' HUT f^TTlf ) | 

=% % >7f^rr,7 , 283 24,29,000 frfer f? ^ 07 , 5rfiPT KtX Iw 

(^) fTTTT Tt ?flT STfinr . 43,18,21,000 

(^f) fTTlT TT JRT ^TTT f+'4 ’TIT 4 U I / [s 4 ^ < I |J 

n fwr . . i ; 

~ . 1 

?FT?TTRW . . . 5 9,1 1,28,000 J 

1249,88,42,000 WT 1249,88,42,000 

* f T J Rf, siRfer snrr ?rk 3T?7^TvfFT yftrfffenrf WTfw 1 1 

fonTtj ) frfk srtr <1^14 ^51 ) ftrfg if fr f+>j tpt fo 4 ^i ■srrfir^r ff t 

fifa terror ) firfa % ^c°t srffr^ ^nffr^r =iff f , tt^ tt^ 4k+t<t % *<t^i4) ?ftantfTf£ snfiFT f 1 

?tto ?fe!TT srfcfireiT # mn 17 ( 4 ) (*t) % srefr ?rwf^r ^rfor^r frff iftaKt £ftt it srfinr »t% 124 , 31 , 85,000 
| 1 

' j"f n^SfiT fii% ^<T (TCTfr^fR 1 f^TTir ) fqfg qfT TT^rfT fff4 (f^T<lt'< u i ) fafa’ ff STSTrT ^T 3 ! 4K MH1M siTfioi ; T?ff f 1 

r TT ^ r ^ r : 30 5T J 1971 t T !To ^‘MW, WTT I 
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- f ' ^ ^ Vfuf^PnT, 1934 % STTHTOT IT 1971 3% 25 cTRr^f spt ^HlRcl J'T ^sT,f % % ; 5T9T 

fW?T 

^ 1 % ijTfkWl ^q% 


fr^TTO % T# i l 

3 ’ 

%R 

h^rt h %te 


^TTt ( 'f%TT'^^5T %t7 


23,56,49,000 


4428,99,06,000 


93% 3*T fti'M'il sft< q p7i'4>i :■ — 

(^) 77TCT%T^Tf?rF 182,53,1 3,000 

{^) 9RST % 3T|T R 3 T |?n 
f%%9% SrfawfrT37 278,42,00,000 


4452,55,55,000 ^-iRTfHW 

^ ( <d 9 k 3 % fj^jifT srf^nrfnqT 
%sft f%S%rnr f9% 

4Tp'l'r8 tw 


460,95,1 1, COO 
38,66,57,000 
3952,93,87,000 


^5T 4452,55,55,000 


4><r< 41lRrdiii 4452,55,5 5,000 
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New Delhi, the 14th July 1971 

S.O. 2903. — Statement of the Attain of the Reserve Bankoflndia, as on the 2 nd July, 1971 . 

Banking Department 


LIABILITIES 

Rs. 

ASSETS 

Rs. 

Capital Paid Up ....... 

5,00,00,000 

Notes 

Rupee Coin ...... 

27 , 33 , 00,000 

2,27,000 

Reserve Fund 

National Agriculture lCredit (Long Term Operations) 

150,00,00,000 

Small Coin 

Bills Purchased and Discounted : — 

3,19,000 

Fund 

190,00,00,000 

(a) Internal 

(b) External 

(c) Government Treasury Bills 

9,98,41,000 

5 .° 6 , 37 ,ooo 

National Agricultural Credit (Stabilisation) Fund 

39 ,oo*x)jOOo 

Balances held abioad* .... 

Investments** ..... 

Loans and Advances to : — 

. . 116,38,68,000 

236,58,98,000 

National Industrial Credit (Long Term Operations) Fund 

Deposits : — 

135,00,00,000 

(f) Central Government 

(it) State Governments@ . 

Loans and Advances to 

82,39,51,000 

(a) Government 


(i) Scheduled Commercial Bankst 

277,87,85,000 

(t) Central Government .... 

64,44,00,000 

(a) State Co-operative Bankstt 

204,25,23,000 

(a) State Governments 

6,8734,000 

(w) Others ...... 

T , 35,000 


Loans, Advances and Investments from National Agri- 
cultural Credit (Long Term Operations) Fund : — 
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liabilities 


assets 


(6) Banks 


(a) Loans and Advances to : — 


(i) Scheduled Commercial Banks 
(it) Scheduled State Co-operative Banks • 
fw) Non-Scheduled State Co-operative Banks 
C if) Other Banks 


(c) Others : 
Bills Payable 


Other Liabilities . 


208,3244,000 (i) State Governments 

t6,3S,5t,occ (u) State Co-operative Banks 

83,62,000 (at) Central Land Mortgage Banks 


42,o3,55.o<» 

24,30,56,000 


46,60,000 (&) Investment in Central Land Mortgage Bank Debentures 

Loans and Advances from National Agricultural Credit 

(Stabilisation) Fund .... 10,14,98,000 


158,88,54,000 Loans and Advances to State Co-operative Banks 
51,74,24,000 


13,64,25,000 


15140,80,000 


Loans, Advances and Investments from National Industrial 
Credit (Long Term Operations) Fund : — 

(a) Loans and Advances to the Development Bank. 55,04,21,000 

(b) Investment in bonds/de bentures issued by the 

Development Bank ..... 


Other Assets 


1 178, 1349,000 


66,86,70,000 

1178,13,09400 


* Includes Cash, Fixed Deposits and Short-term Securities. 

** Excluding Investments from the National Agricultural Credit (Long Term Operations) Fund and the National Industrial Credit (Long Term 
Operations) Fund. 

©Excluding Loans and Advances from theNational Agricultural Credit (Long Term Operations) Fund, but including temporary overdrafts to State 
Governments. 

t Indudes Rs. 184,96,00,000 advanced to scheduled commerdal Banks against usance bills under Section 17(4X0) of the Reserve Bank of India Act 

ttExcluding Loans and Advances from the National Agricultural Credit (Long Term Operations) Fund and the National Agricultural Credit (Stabili- 
sation) Fund. 

Dated the 7th da,' of July, 1971. S. Jagannathan, 

Governor. 
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An Account pursuant loathe Reserve Bank of India Act, 1934, for the week ended the 2nd day of July, 1971 

Issue Department 


liabilities 

Rs. 

Rs. 

assets 

Rs. 

Rs. 




Gold Coin and Bullion : — 



Notes held in the Banking Department 

27,33,°o,ooo 


(<0 Held in India .... 

182,53,11,000 





(b) Held outside India . 



Notes in circulation 

4449,49,22,000 


Foreign Securities 

253,42,00,000 


Total Notes issued 


4476,82,22,000 

Total 


435,95,ii,ooo 




Rupee Coin . 


37,93,52,ooo 




Government of India Rupee Securities 


4002,93,59,000 




Internal Bills of Exchange and other 
commercial paper 



Total Liabilities 


4476,82,22,000 

Total Assets 


4476,82,22,000 


S. Jagannathan, 
Governor. 


Dated the 7th day of July, 1971, [No. F. 3Q)-BC/7i] 

K. YESURATNAM, Under Secy. 
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f^ft, 1 4 1971 

sfts 2902. — 2 5fWtf , 1 97 1 ^ STR5 ffeJIT % #f^r f^fFT % +ni+5TN ^TT R=RU| 


^ETTTT 

UEt 

srifwsr 


’jTidi .... 

5,00,00,000 

Tte .... 

27 , 33 , 00,000 

mrfer fjrfsr 

. 150,00,00,000 

«5M^I 37T ftlT47T . . 

. 2,27,000 

tejet #r ^ — . 

. 

sfer ftmr 

3,19,000 

f^PTpT) fafsj . 

. 100,00,00,000 

?f!T W fan : — 

0 


TPS^ET frfa — 


(*k) 

9,98,41,000 

(ferfoRW) fafe 

39,00,00,000 

{^) fa^ft 

. . . 

tt^et ifkrtfe: — 


(*r) ETA, ILi h^mt fen 

5,06,37,000 

fw*r) frfa . 

. 135,00,00,000 

Msrt if wr |?TT a^nn* 

. 116,38,68,000 

^rnrf?Eit — 


fttvr** ] 

. 236,58,96,000 



?ffT sjfinr : — 


(4>) TOlt' — 




(i) sw*: . 

64,44,00,000 

(i) %rsk *R3TR 5jft 

♦ » * 

(li) TF5JI HETT? . 

6,87,34,000 

(ii) trr tKd>iO' 

82,39,51,000 

(m) fr — 


sgW sftr ?TfirfT : — 


(i) TTf'JTTr . 

. 208,32,44,000 

(i) sor^r^ 

277,87,85,000 

(ii) TEST tTS+Td tr . 

1 6,35,51,000 

(ii) trs trft 4Ft|t 

204,25,23,000 



(iii) jgff 

6,15,35,000 
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